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Present : 

W. B. CLODE, Esq., K.C., President. 
W. A. JEPSON, Esq. 

GEO. C. LOCKET, Esq., J.P. 



TWENTY-FIRST DAY. 



The Rt. Hon. P. H. MACMILLAN, K.C., Mr. A. 
C. CLAUSON, K.C., Mr. BRUCE THOMAS, and 
Mr. ALFRED TYLOR (instructed by the Solicitors 
of the Amalgamated Railway Companies) appeared 
for the Railway Companies. 

Mr. F. B. MERRIMAN, K.C., Mr. F. G. 
THOMAS, K.C., and Mr. JACQUES ABADY (in- 
structed by Messrs. Vizard, Oldham, Crowders, and 
Cash) appeared for the Traders’ Co-ordinating Com- 
mittee (including the Mining Association of Great 
Britain) ; for the National Association of Railway 
Travellers ; for the following local authorities : The 
Boroughs of Leeds, Cardiff, Oldham, St. Helens, West 
Ham, East Ham, Gravesend, Richmond, Dartford, 
Southport, Watford, Leamington Spa, Morecambe, 



and Rothesay; and for the Ui'ban District Coijncils 
of Mitcham, Heston and Isleworth, Teddington, Wal- 
lington, Surbiton, Harrow-on-the-Hill, Prestwich, 
Epsom, Carshalton, Barnet, Hampton, Bexley Heath, 
and Staines. 

The Hon. STAFFORD CRIPPS appeared for the 
London County Council. 

Mr. CYRIL HURCOMB, C.B., C.B.E., appeared 
for the Ministry of Transport. 

Mr. HERBERT MORRISON appeared for the 
Joint Council of the Trade Union Congress and the 
Labour Party; and for the London Labour Party. 

Mr. J. H. WORRALL appeared for the National 
Anti-Profiteering Society. 



Sir Ralph Lewis Wedgwood, C.B., C.M.G., recalled. 
Further examination by Mr. Bruce Thomas continued. 



. 6418. When the Court rose yesterday you were 
giving some typical examples of works which had not 
fructified and which enhanced the value of the 
undertaking at the beginning of 1913? — Yes. 

6419. You instanced the Great Central extension 
to London and the Great Western and Great Central 
Joint Lines? — Yes. 

6420. I want to ask you about the Hunslet line, 
which was constructed near Leeds and opened in 
1899? — That was a branch line constructed by the 
Great Northern Railway, serving a new area to the 
south-east of Leeds. It is a line two or three miles 
in length, with a good station at the far end. 

6421. What was the expenditure on that line? — 
£536,000. 

■6422. Have you got out the tonnages of the traffic 
dealt with in representative years from the' opening 
of the line? Yes. It was intended to develop that 
area of Leeds, and therefore it was a line which was 
not expected to fructify immediately. The tonnages 
are: merchandise traffic in 1900, 89,000 tons; that 
rises in the following year to 107,000 tons, and 
reaches 194,000 tons in 1913. In 1923 the figures 
advanced to 230,000 tons of merchandise traffic. In 
the case of coal traffic, it begins at 16,000 tons in 
1904; rises to 42,000 tons in 1913; and in 1923 it 
sprang up to 184,000 tons ; showing, in both mer- 
chandise and coal traffic, the kind of steady develop- 
ment which we had looked for, but which had not 
fully fructified in 1913. 

6423. But has since that date very substantially 
fructified? — Yes. 

6424. Will you tell the Court about the Great Cen- 
tral Hull and Barnsley and Midland Committee?— 
That is a small link line in a colliery district in South 
Yorkshire which is at the present moment in the 



process of development. It serves in particular a 
colliery which is just now beginning to obtain output 
and is gradually increasing its tonnage. The line 
was opened in 1909, and cost £109,000. It is not, as 
a matter of fact, in the list of works which we put 
in ; that was due to an oversight, but I think it is 
fair to refer to it as an example where we happen 
to have the separate accounts for the working of the 
line. This shows in 1912 that the working resulted 
in a loss of £352; in 1913 the receipts had just turned 
the corner, earning £181; in 1923 the increase had 
amounted to £8,125; showing that in 1913 the line 
was still not paying its way and that it has since 
that date fructified to a very substantial extent. 

6425. Will you now deai with the Immingham 
Dock, constructed by the Great Central Railway 
Company? — That is, of course, a very prominent case 
of long fructification of capital. 

6426. Mr. -Jepson-. Is that in the list?— Yes. It 
is on page 29. _ Immingham Dock cost £2,599,000. 
It was opened in June, 1912, and it had therefore 
only been in use six months at the beginning of 1913. 
In 1913 the shipment of coal was 2,314,000 tons, and 
the. goods landed and shipped amounted to 329,000 
tons. The operation of the war affected the dock in 
subsequent years, and the disturbed trade conditions 
since the war have hindered its growth to some con- 
siderable extent. At the same time, in 1923 the 
tonnage of coal had then amounted to 3,355,000, and 
the tonnage of goods had risen to 553,000, showing an 
increase of something like 50 per cent., which is 'still 
some way from the full development of which the 
dock is capable. 

6427. When a dock is constructed, a very long view 
has to be taken, has it not, of the development? — A 
very long view indeed. 
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6428. I think the heaviest expenditure is in con- 
nection with the dock entrances? — Yes; one has to 
build a dock entrance which will be, as far as one 
can foresee, capable of handling the largest vessels 
which are likely to come to the dock, looking 50 or 
more years ahead. In the case of the Immingham 
Dock very heavy expenditure was incurred in pro- 
viding a dock entrance and a lock, and that cannot 
be expected to fructify for many years after the 
opening of the dock, in particular the entrance made 
to serve the dock as completed. The completed 
scheme of the Immingham Dock involves a central 
water space with four arms extending in four 
different directions. Of those arms, at the present 
time only one is in use for the loading and dis- 
charging of vessels ; another has been partially ex- 
cavated ; the other two have not yet been begun ; 
but the capital invested in the entrance can hardly 
be expected to fructify fully until those arms are 
constructed. Not until that time will the dock be 
dealing with the full tonnage which it is capable of 
handling. 

6429. In relation to the dock entrance, is the 
subsequent expenditure comparatively low ? — Yes ; 
the ^construction of further berths, when you have 
got the dock entrance, is much less costly, because 
there is no entrance to provide. 

6430. Will you now turn to another class of work, 
for example, hotels. Take the extension of the 
Liverpool Street Hotel, which was in 1900, I think? 
— Yes, 1900. Hotel development is in many cases a 
matter of slow growth, and we have two instances 
here which illustrate that one has to expend capital 
and look for fructification over quite a long period. 
Liverpool Street Hotel was extended in December, 
1900, at a cost of £185,000 ; it includes the well- 
known Abercorn Rooms and other laccommodation 
overhead. The net revenue derived friom those 
premises has shown a steady development. In 1913 
it was £14,000 ; in 1923 it had risen to nearly 
£40,000, simply owing to the development of the 
goodwill and reputation of the hotel, enabling us to 
take full advantage of the capital expenditure. 

Then I think you can speak of the North British 
Station Hotel at Edinburgh ? — Yes ; that was the 
case which I referred to in my evidence last year. 
That hotel cost £557,000, and was opened in 1902. 
That hotel gave practically no return until 1912 and 
1913. Between 1914 and 1917, during the war, some- 
thing less than 2 per cent, was realised. After the 
war the business extended, and the yield for the 
whole period from 1914 to 1923 is about 5 per cent., 
showing that we have at last got the hotel on to a 
fairly remunerative footing, and that in 1913 it had 
not fully fructified. 

6432, I want you to give one other instance out of 
the works in Schedule E, that of a new line. I think 
you have got that? — Yes, the Neasden and Northolt 
Railway was part of the various lines constructed at 
the time when the Great Central got access to 
London. It is 6J miles of line; the expenditure was 
£511,000, and it was opened in June, 1906, connect- 
ing the Great Central line at Neasden with the Great 
Western and Great Central joint line at Northolt. 
There the receipts in all departments show a steady 
increase. In' 1907, the first year of the opening of 
the line, the passenger train receipts were £7,000, 
and they increased steadily. In 1910 they were 
£10,000; in 1913, £12,637; and in 1923, or, an 
equated basis (that is to say, equated to the 1913 
rates and fares), £14,617, showing a steady growth 
from the time of the opening of the railway, although 
naturally the growth of the last 10 years, which in- 
cluded the war, is at a less rapid rate than before the 
war. In regard to goods train receipts the figures 
are: 1907, £9,053; 1910, £9,259; 1913, £10,761; 
192)3, £12,336; again on ,an equated basis. That 
shows the steady growth which one may look for in 
a suburban line of that character. 

6433. Mr. Lockett : That is mainly a passenger 
line, is it not! — Yes. There is building development 



along it now. We are putting up a new station; it 
is steadily but slowly developing. 

6434. Mr. Bruce Thomas : Although works brought 
into use more than 15 years before 1913 were ex- 
cluded under the formula that was originally put 
forward, are you able to give instances of works 
which had been brought into use at an earlier period 
and which had not fructified at the beginning of 
1913? — Yes. There are a number of such works one 
could quote. 

6435. Perhaps you would give us one or two 
examples. Will you take the Hull and Barnsley ? — 
That is one of the most salient cases of that kind, 
and I referred to it in my evidence last year. That 
was a dock and railway line connecting the dock with 
the Yorkshire coalfield, opened in 1880. As I pointed 
out last year, the net receipts, with fluctuations due 
to good and bad trade, have steadily grown from that 
time. I have the figures here, from 1886 up to 1913. 
If I may give the figures in the form of net receipts 
per cent, of capital expenditure, in 1886 the net 
receipts per cent, of capital expenditure amounted 
to '573; in 1887 it reached 1 per cent.; in 1896 it 
reached 2 per cent. ; in 1907, 3 per cent. ; and in 1913 
it was 3'623 per cent. The later figures, up to the 
date of the amalgamation, give, in 1921, which is 
the last full year, 4'04 per cent., showing a steady 
growth which has taken very much more than 15 
years to mature. It is dependent on the development 
of the coalfield and on the knowledge of the existence 
of the dock leading people to use it more and more, 
and also on the development of the port of Hull as 
a whole. 

6436. On the figures which you have given, there 
appears additional fructification since 1913, between 
1913 and 1921? — Yes, there has been considerable 
additional fructification, with the coal shipments in 
particular; in recent years it has been very heavy 
indeed. Not in the current year. 

6437. Have you any doubt in your mind as to 
whether or not it has already reached its full fructi- 
fication? — No, I do not think it has, in the sense 
that the dock still has capacity which could be 
further developed. 

6438. You expect additional development on the old 
Hull and Barnsley? — Yes. 

6439. Have you got some particulars of the Lanca- 
shire, Derbyshire and East Coast Line? — That is 
another case of the same description. 

6440. I think that is a line which was constructed 
in about 1896, or it was opened in 1896? — Yes. 

6441. From Chesterfield to Lincoln? — Yes. 

6442. What was the object of that line? — The 
object of that line was to serve the existing coalfield 
in the east of Nottinghamshire and to convey the 
coal from those collieries to the shipping points on 
the East Coast, either at Grimsby or at Boston. 

6443. From the date of the opening of that line up 
to 1906, I think, separate accounts were kept because 
it was an independent line ? — Yes, it was absorbed 
by the Great Central as from the 1st of January, 
1907. 

6444. Did it show a steady development between 
the date of opening and 1906? — I think it gives a 
very interesting history of the development of that 
line. Taking it, first of all, as to the actual traffic 
handled, the number of passengers in 1897 was 
277,000; in 1906 they were 595,000. Of course it was 
not developed with the intention of being a passenger 
line mainly. The goods tonnage increased from 22,000 
in 1897 by steady stages to 98,000 in 1906; mineral 
tonnage from 463,000 in 1897, to 2,668,000 in 1906; 
gross receipts from £42,000 in 1897, to £176,000 in 
1906. At the same time, the financial fortunes of the 
line illustrate the slow degree of fructification of 
these lines, hut very steady progress. The first 
Preference did not receive its full dividend until 
1903 ; the second Preference began to receive dividend 
in 1904, and it reached 3 per cent, in 1906, the year 
before the amalgamation. The Ordinary capital of 
£1,325,000 had, at the time of the amalgamation, 
received no dividend; but, as the figures show, it 
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was steadily approaching nearer to a net revenue Derbyshire and East Coast line and carried over the 



which would earn a dividend. 

6445. Have you got the capital cost of that line? — • 

I have got the amount of the shares. The first Pre- 
ference £250,000; second Preference £350,000, and 
Ordinary capital £1,325,000. 

6446. From 1906 up to the date of the large 
amalgamation, this line was part of the Great 
Central; it had been absorbed by them in 1906? — 
That is so. 

6447. Since 1913 has there been a considerable 
development in progress in the area through which 
this line runs? — Well, I would like to go. a little 
back beyond 1913 to the date when the Mansfield 
line, which is a feeder of this railway, was opened, 

I think, in 1910.. That was in connection with 
collieries at Mansfield and Rufford which had been 
opened some years earlier. During the War, a third 
colliery at Clipston was opened up, and is producing 
now a steadily increasing output. From the date 
of the termination of the War, the development of 
the coalfield served by this area, which had been 
retarded owing to the War, has been advancing with 
very rapid strides, and there are now no less than 
four collieries in process of sinking, all of which 
will be contributing to this line; they are four large 
modern collieries. 

6448. Mr. -J epson : The Mansfield Railway, which 
was worked by the Great Central, was a line which 
developed very quickly? — Yes; but that, of course, 
was a short length, perhaps six or eight miles, and 
the traffic was delivered on to the Lancashire, 

Cross-examined by 

6455. With regard to Section 58 (1) (6) are we to 
understand, as we did I think yesterday from Mr. 
Boothroyd, that the whole of the items in the claim 
to which objections were taken are still considered 
by the railway companies as representing expendi- 
ture which enhances the value of the undertaking 
with the exception of the steamboats? — We have cut 
out a large number which, in our opinion, had 
fructified in 1913. 

6456. In (6)? — Under (b), yes. 

6457. You still think with the exception of the 
steamboat items that all these items are valid and 
enhance the value of the undertaking? — I do not 
make any exception in the case of the steamboat 
items. 

6458. Will you tell the Court in what way you 
think that expenditure on Parliamentary expenses 
increases the value of the undertaking? — It is a 
necessary stage to getting the work carried out. 

6459. What do you include in Parliamentary ex- 
penses; is it purely associated with the promotion of 
Bills, or are there any other expenses? — It is con- 
nected with the promotion of Bills. 

6460. Negotiations with regard to consents, and so 
on — would that be included? — I cannot tell whether 
it is included. If it is it seems to me to be a legiti- 
mate item. Anything that is necessary to obtain 
your Bill, which, after all, is the cheaper way than 
buying your land by private treaty or paying way- 
leaves, and so on. 

6461. Has all the Parliamentary expenditure been 
included; does it all deal with Bills which were suc- 
cessful?^ — I think you will have to ask the Accountant 
about that. 

i0462. Would it include anything in addition to the 
legal expenses for the' actual promotion of the Bill? 

— I cannot tell you. 

6463. There is the work of the Parliamentary 
Departments of the railways, something in the nature 
of a hospitality fund — lunches, and that sort of thing, 
is there not? — No hospitality fund. 

6464. But is there no expenditure on hospitality? 
—Yes. 

6465. Lunches to Members of Parliament, and that 
sort of thing? — I do not think Members of Parlia- 
ment are amenable to that sort of thing. 



Mansfield line about 40 miles to Lincoln. The share 
of the Lancashire and Derbyshire Railway in that 
traffic was a very large one. 

6449. Mr. Bruce Thomas : And its share in the 
development that is now taking place in the mid- 
Nottinghamshire coalfields is likely to be very 
substantial? — -Very substantial indeed. 

6450. How many collieries are there, either in 
process of being sunk or which are expected shortly 
to be sunk? — There are five collieries which are 
definitely known to be on the way. Clipston is 
developing rapidly, and there are others talked of, 
but which have not yet taken concrete shape. 

6451. The modern colliery is an enormous under- 
taking, is it not? — It is a very big undertaking, 
and means an output of something like 4,000 tons 
a day. 

6452. In your view, may it be confidently 
anticipated that this line will in the next few years, 
(or when these new collieries are opened, rapidly 
develop ? — I think very rapidly indeed. 

6453. You have other instances which you could 
give of what we might call pre-formula works ? — Yes. 

6454. But those two which you have given are 
fair examples? — 'They are fair examples. I have 
others, of new extensions : Chester and Connah’s 
Quay, or the Fairfield and Fallowfield extension, 
near Manchester. They come into the same category 
of works completed before the 15 years provided for 
by the formula, but which had not fully fructified 
in 1913. 

Mr. Morrison. 

6466. It is a common practice on the 1 part of 
private companies of all sorts to make expenditure 
of that kind with a view to creating a friendly Par- 
liamentary atmosphere? — Sometimes lunches are 
given by Members of Parliament. 

6467. But when a Bill is being promoted it is more 
likely to be the other way about, is it not? Would 
you say that that expenditure enhances the value 
of the undertaking in addition to enhancing the 
value of the Member of Parliament? — I do not know 
whether it is enhancing the value of the Member 
of Parliament, but if it is necessary and wise ex- 
penditure, it certainly enhances the value of the 
undertaking 

6468. It might conceivably be a very impropier ex- 
penditure contrary to public morals? — I do not know 
whether there are any moral considerations with 
regard to the question of enhancing the value of the 
undertaking. 

6469. Apparently. You still do not know whether 
any of these expenditures were incurred on Bills 
which were not successful? — They are not in here. 
These are particular works with the expenditure 
appropriate. 

6470. But there are items under (b) of Parlia- 
mentary expenditure not related to particular works : 
they are not separated into their relation to parti- 
cular works? — They are all given as individual works, 
and they include only expenditure incurred on those 
works. 

6471. Then it was all in connection with Bills 
which were successful ? — The only reason why I would 
not like to say that positively is that I think in some 
case's there may have been an unsuccessful Bill to 
begin with and a successful Bill in the following 
Session. 

6472. Included in your claim under ( b ) there are 
purchases of land which have not yet been used? — 
That is so. 

6473. Although the land may have been purchased 
many years ago? — Yes, was. 

6474. Do you say that, although that land ihas not 
been used, it enhances the value of the undertaking? 
— Certainly. 
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6475. Is any income being drawn from it? — In 
many cases there is a rent; in fact, I think in nearly 
all cases. 

6476. But in many cases it is doing nothing, 
surely? — It is being used for grazing or football 
fields. 

6477. It would not be used for those purposes if it 
was land in the middle of a town? — Then it is pro- 
bably being used for rent and houses. In the 
neighbourhood of Marylebone, Blandford Square, 
there are inhabited houses. 

6478. But there is land which has been purchased 
for prospective use, which use has not fructified and 
which is standing idle and awaiting such use? — That 
is why it is included here as land. 

6479. Can it be said that such land which was 
purchased for certain purposes, but is not being used 
for those purposes, enhances the value of the under- 
taking? — Certainly. It was bought in view of future 
works, and it enables us when we carry out those 
future works to obtain the land without a ruinous 
expenditure. 

6480. There are cases where you have purchased 
minerals or mines going under the railway track in 
order to prevent possible deterioration of the railway 
track itself? — Yes. 

6481. And they are included under (b)? — I think so. 

6482. That is expenditure which has not the pur- 
pose of enhancing the value of the undertaking, but 
preventing a depreciation in the value of the under- 
taking? — No, I think it very distinctly enhances the 
value of the undertaking. Before you purchase those 
minerals your line is liable to be let down ; after you 
purchase them it is not. 

6483. But the primary purpose is to prevent a 
depreciation in value? — Your line is liable to that; 
risk; you buy the coal, and it ceases to bo liable to 
that risk. 

6484. With regard to 58 (1) (c) would you tell the 
Court briefly the basis upon which you formulated 
these claims and included these items? How did you 
go to work on it? — I think it is common knowledge 
when the claim was first put forward it was put 
forward in pursuance of a formula. That formula 
was the subject of discussion among ourselves, and 
it was finally selected as being in accordance with 
our general experience taken as an average, and 
because it gave what, in our opinion, was a reason- 
able figure to claim in respect of unfructified capital. 
The formula has now gone, but the figure round 
about £400,000 which was claimed by m 3 ' company 
still remains as, in our opinion, a reasonable figure 
to claim for unfructified capital. 

6485. The figure has been reduced, has it not? — 
Yes, as part of a settlement which is for the Tribunal 
to approve, and as a compromise to obtain agreement 
and avoid discussion and legal expenses. 

6486. Has the reduction taken place in respect 
of particular items, or is it a general reduction? — 
In a sense it is in respect of particular items, because 
under the formula we included in the list certain 
works which, as admitted at the time, had fully 
fructified in 1913. Those have been excluded, but 
at the same time others- have been brought into con- 
sideration which, owing to the money having been 
spent more than 15 years before 1913, have been 
excluded under the formula. 

6487. In making your reductions you had in mint 
those others which were not included, but which 
you think could have been included? — Yes. 

6488. So that the reductions are in relation to 
certain items which are not the subject of claim in 
detail in Schedule “D ” of your claims? — The claim 
originally is in respect of the whole works which I 
have named. 

6489. But you would agree, would you not, that 
you had in mind others which were not included 
but which you think you could have claimed ? — The 
whole. 

6400. So really one must hake those into coim 
sideration in determining the claim which is made? 
— Into the whole of the consideration. 



6491. Could you put in .a list of the items which 
3 r ou have taken out of your claims in Schedule 
“ E ”? — I could give particulars, yes. 

6492. You could put in a list of those items which 
you have now taken out? — Yes. 

6493. Would you do that? — Yes. 

6494. Thank you. You would agree, would you 
not, that there are varying degrees of fructification. 
You would not say that because you worked on a 
formula that all these degrees of fructification that 
you have claimed are in correspondence to the actual 
fructification which has taken place? — The formula 
has gone, and any figures based on the formula in 
respect of the amount on particular works. 

6495. So there are no detailed figures before the 
Court? — No figures as regards — - — 

6496. The individual works? — Individual allow- 
ances on individual works. 

6497. It is a total, and must be regarded as a 
total claim, having regard to all the circumstances, 
so 3 T ou are not claiming on individual works ? — I am 
not putting any figure for individual allowances on 
individual works. 

6498. There is a total figure? — There is a total 
figure. 

6499. So that the point as to some items of the 
original claim which may really have fructified to a 
greater extent, though not fully, and those items 
which had fructified much less, that does not now 
arise, because the Court is not called upon to con- 
sider the individual items, but that the figure as 
a whole is a just figure as a total having regard to 
all the circumstances? — I suppose that is a matter 
for the Court to determine. 

6500. I want to know the basis of the claim which 
the railway companies are making. Are we now to 
consider the figure as a whole and keep out of our 
minds the individual items of the individual works 
upon which the claim was made? — I do not think 
so. I have given particulars about individual works 
and indicated the extent to which the}' have fruc- 
tified since 1913. I am prepared to answer any 
further questions. 

6501. Those figures which you have given as to 
fructification show, do not they, that the progress 
in fructification is not in mathematical corre- 
spondence with the basis on which you made these 
claims in respect of the individual items in Sche- 
dule “E”? — That is not in accordance with the 
formula. 

6502. And the detailed items have really gone and 
we -are dealing with the total figure now? — I did 
not give any evidence about the circumstances of 
the individual works. 

6603. You have surely admitted, have 3 'ou not, 
that on the figures which 3 'ou have given to Mr. 
Bruce Thomas that the progress in fructification is 
not in mathematical correspondence with the basis 
of your claims in the items under paragraph (c). 
There is a 15 years’ period? — No. 

6504. That has all gone? — Yes. 

6505. Therefore, again, 3 'ou see your original 
claims were made in relation to the formula, were 
not they? The}' were deposited in correspondence 
with the formula? — Yes. 

6506. That has gone? — Yes. 

6507. Then the individual claims in relation to 
the formula have gone? — No. 'We have not quanti- 
fied those individual claims but wo have given a 
selection of cases, and our reason for claiming that 
the works were unfructified. 

6508. But you do not say that all of these works 
fructified at the same rate of progress? — No. 

6509. They vary? — Undoubtedly. 

6510. It may be that some new capital expenditure 
would immediately fructify? — Yes. 

6511. And it may be that other capital expenditure 
conceivably might never fructify; you might make a 
mistake; you might make capital expenditure which 
ought never to have been made? — It is not quite the 
same as saying you made a mistake, because with the 
best management mistakes are made. 
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6512. I would not reflect on your managerial 
capacity for a moment; but between those two ex- 
tremes you have all sorts of grades of progress of 
rapidity with which capital fructifies in investment in 
an undertaking? — Yes. 

6513. And this means to lay down a particular 
degree of rapidity of fructification on any particular 
work? — There is no formula, and ei]en when the 
formula was put up it was admitted in evidence that 
it did not apply in all cases. 

6514. It would not apply to most cases in fact? — 
I think an average, after all, does not apply to most 
cases; it remains an average. 

Mr. Jepson : Mr. Morrison, is the suggestion behind 
these questions of yours that every individual item in 
Schedule “ E ” plus whatever might have to be added 
now that the formula has gone going back 30 years 
should be gone into in detail, and the measure of 
fructification proved? 

Mr. Morrison: 1 think that is the law. 

Mr. J epson : That is the suggestion behind these 
questions ? 

Mr. Momson : Yes. 

Mr. Jepson : Would you mind asking the Witness 
if he has considered what sort of time it would take, 
first o'f all, to get these particulars, and, secondly, 
to submit them to the Court and be cross-examined 
upon them. Will you ask him how long we shall be 
likely to be here if we had to do that ? 

Mr. Morrison : Since you have asked me I will ask 
the Witness that question with pleasure. 

Mr. J epson : It might be a very necessary supple- 
mentary question. 

6515. Mr. Morrison : I will put that question with 
pleasure, but on the point of law I cannot see with 
respect that that is a relevant consideration. (To 
the Witness ) : Would you mind giving the Court the 
information which Mr. Jepson has asked for? — I 
should say, at a rough calculation, two years might 
see us through the thick of it. 

6516. So that if the law was complied with, that 
is, if my view of the law is right — and I humbly 
submit it is — then you would say it is impossible for 
it to be complied with? — No. We are quite prepared 
to go on two years or more if it seems advisable to 
do so. Probably we should compromise rather than 
face the delay and expense. 

6517. Let me take you to one or two particular 
items. I will take your own company because I 
take it you are not fully familiar with the works 
of the other companies? — I am only speaking for my 
own company. 

6518. With regard to the Alexander Dock exten- 
sion on Polio 23, that was brought into use in 1899 ? 
—Yes. 

6519. What was the purpose of that dock exten- 
sion? Why did you do it? — It was to handle the 
increased tonnage of coal. 

6520. Were you finding that there was a greater 
demand for the handling of coal than you could 
manage with your existing dock? — We found there 
was a need for increased coaling berths. 

0521. And, therefore, you did it after you found 
the demand existed? — Yes. 

6522. And to some extent, of course, the capital 
would immediately fructify? — No, because one builds 
ahead. When you realise there is a need for more 
berths you build plenty of them. 

6523. Could you tell us something about the Ponte- 
land Railway? — That is a line about ten miles in 
length in the neighbourhood of Newcastle, serving a 
district which is suitable for suburban development, 
and where there are also certain colliery develop- 
ments. 

6524. That was a new railway? — Yes. 

6525. And you would say that it enhances the 

value of the North Eastern Railway Company? — 
Distinctly. • 

6526. Has it been a successful railway? — Yes. 

6527. It is carrying a good traffic? — Yes, of coal 
and passengers, and building is very rapidly 
developing. 



6528. It was constructed 20 years ago? — Yes. The 
population of Ponteland has doubled between 1901 
and 1921. 

6529. But in 1913 you do not think that that 
capital was fully’ remunerative? — No. 

6530. With regard to the Newcastle New Bridge 
Street Warehouse, what was the purpose of that? — 
That was partly to take the place of the old 
Trafalgar Warehouse which had been found in- 
sufficient to deal with the traffic required to be 
handled there. That meant, of course, building a 
new warehouse; we built one a good deal larger than 
that which it replaced. 

6531. What did you do with the old warehouse? — 
Well, it was pulled down to make way for the now 
warehouse; it was demolished. 

6532. Did you bring in a credit in respect of the 
old warehouse? — Yes. 

6533. That is allowed for in this capital claim? — 
That is all in. 

6534. That was deducted before this claim was 
made ? — Yes. 

6535. Then Folio 25, “ Grimsby, Laying out yards 
for timber merchants.” Was that a new work? — 
That I have excluded; I have cut that out. 

6536. Then lower down, “ Land and property in 
London district — available for future widening.” 
Is that still in? — Yes; I think it is a very suitable 
work to be in. 

6537. That was done 16 years ago? — Yes. 

6538. Has it been used yet? — It is used. There is 
house property on it which is in use and which is 
bringing in a rent, but it is land which is essentially 
for the development of Marylebone Station. 

6539. The use to which that capital has been 
applied is as letting for house property? — At the 
moment, yes. 

6540. And, as such, it is securing a commercial 
rent? — Yes. 

6541. So that the use of that capital for that pur- 
pose is fully remunerative? — No; the work is not 
fully remunerative. It was bought at a price which 
the commercial rent obtained at the present time is, 
of course, not a full return. Tt will become fully 
remunerative when we extend Marylebone Station. 

6542. Could you tell us when you are going to 
extend Marydebone Station and use that land ? — I 
have not the gift of prophecy. 

6543. When you do make up your mind to do that 
y’ou will have a ticklish job in getting rid of this 
house property? — I do not think so; it will depend 
on the Housing Acts of the day. 

6544. There is no sign of them finishing, is there ; 
you would not like to bank on that? — It is not work- 
ing-class property to a large extent. 

6545. And the other classes are more easy to deal 
with? — Oh, yes. 

6546. May I put it to you that if you bought this 
land for the extension of Marylebone Station it was 
an extraordinary thing, was it not, if you intended 
to extend the station, immediately to put houses on 
it or flats? — The houses were there. 

6547. I see. Did you pay for that land a value in 
excess of its housing-site value? — I do not suppose 
we paid anything in excess of what they could have 
got — what the value of the land was. 

6548. Do you tell us you are losing money’ on that 
land — that the rents which you draw do not re- 
munerate the capital ? — They do not give an adequate 
return on the £525,000. 

6549. What is the annual rent?n— I do not know. 

6550. Perhaps you will let us know. You will agree 
that is a material consideration, that if the rents 
are reasonable in relation to the capital cost of the 
land you are not losing anything on it p— --It would 
not have been in if we were getting an adequate 
return on the £525,000. 

6551. Then folio 26: “Liverpool Street, Hotel Ex- 
tension.” I see that that was done as long ago as 
1900?— Yes. 

6552. That is a very successful hotel, is it not? — 
Yes. 
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6553. It is used not only by people who travel on 
the Great Eastern Railway, but it is used for 
functions of all sorts, dinners and so on? — Yes, very 
largely. I include it because its earning capacity 
is very much more than it was in 1913, showing that 
in' 1913 it was not fully fructified. 

6554. It may be that with the growth of a great 
city like London there is no limit to the possibilities 
one might imagine as to the remunerativeness of 
capital 100 years hence? — You could not go on in- 
definitely extending the hotel without spending more 
capital. 

6555. Are there any empty rooms there? Are you 
finding a great part of the extension has not been 
used? — No; I think at the present time it is pretty 
fully used. 

6556. Was it pretty full up in 1013?— No. The 
figures I gave showed the net return, which I think 
has more than doubled since 1913. 

6557. Would you agree that the capital is fully 
remunerative now? — Yes, I think so. 

6558. Then the “ Great Northern, Piccadilly and 
Bromptou Railway ; Underground Station and con- 
necting line, Finsbury Park,” on folio 27. Did the 
Great Northern invest money in that railway ?: — That 
we have out out. 

6559. Then the “ Nottingham Joint Station con- 
struction.” That was a joint station with what rail- 
ways?— The Great Northern and Great Central. 

6560. What happened to the other stations; did 
they remain ?— There was no Great Central station 
before; the Great Northern station still remains. 

6561. This was really an extension of the Great 
Northern station ? — -It was the provision of a new 
station mainly in connection with the Great Central 
extension to London. 

6562. So it is related to the Great Central exten- 
sion ? — Yes. 

6563. Then “ Liverpool Central, Land, &c., for 
prospective widenings.” That is still in, is it?— Yes. 

6564. What is being done with that land?— It is 
heing held for the need of widening when it arrives. 

6565. Is it heing rented? — I think it is mostly 
agricultural land, because you cannot allow it to be 
built on. 

6566. It is used for tbe purpose of agriculture? — 
Yes. 

6567. Are you drawing rents from it? — Yes. 

6568. You bought it at agricultural prices? No; 

we bought it as prospective building land. 

6569. I thought you were smart enough to do that? 

— There are things beyond the smartness of railway 
companies. 

Cross-examined by 

6586. About a year ago you mentioned how you 
applied this formula? — Yes. 

6587. Is that applied in the same way on this Item 
No. 5 Account which was handed to u's yesterday? — 

No, that has all gone; the formula has gone. 

6088 . There are certain figures here which are 
evidently arrived at as the result of a calculation— 
tli at is, the first figure, the allowance of £1,500,000 
there-. That is the result of a formula, surely? — No. 

As I endeavoured to explain to Mr. Morrison, it was 
arrived at as the result of a formula, but was put 
forward as being a fair figure. 

6589. It is amended by striking out such items as 
you have referred to in reply to Mr. Morrison ?— In 
putting forward that claim we regarded that amount, 
apart from the formula, as being a fair figure. At 
least, I take it you are speaking of the claim as it 
was put forward. 

Mr. Jepson : Mr. Worrall, you are dealing with 
the total claims of the four companies now, not only 
the London and North Eastern claim. 

Mr. Worrall : The four companies brought into the. 
summary. 

Mr- Jepson : Sir Ralph is representing the London 
and North Eastern Railway Company; and I think- 



6570. Could you tell us when you intend to bring 
these widenings into effect? — No, I could not. 

6571. You have no idea? — It depends on tbe 
development of the traffic. It is developing. 

6572. You may this day, some day, never? — Not 
never. 

6573. Yon are quite sure it will be used? — -Yes. 

6574. You think that, although that land has been 
bought from 1903 onwards, and that- it has not been 
used in the year 1925, which is 32 years after in one 
case at any rate, that that has enhanced the value of 
the undertaking? — Yes. 

6575. The money that that was bought with was 
capital which was part of the comp any P^Yes. 

6576. It is not remunerative capital? — -No, not at 
present. 

6577. I mean that the rent you are getting is not 
in correspondence with the capital expenditure? — 
Yes. 

6578. Do yon suggest that capital which was used 
which is not remunerative, and not remunerative 
because yon are not using the land, is capital which 
is enhancing the value of the undertaking? — Yes; 
because you buy it at an early date with many years 
to wait, because you calculate you can get it more 
cheaply in that way than if you let it be built over 
first of all, and then have to buy up the houses and 
land at a very much greater price. 

6579. I suppose the same applies to “ Liverpool 
Central, Land, etc., for prospective widenings,” on 
folio 30? — They are all the same. 

6580. Still not used? — I cannot answer, that 
absolutely. 

6581. It says “ prospective widenings,” so presum- 
ably it has not been used? — Yes. 

6582. Some of that was bought in 1908? — Yes. 

6583. Then “ Relaying lines with heavier rails,” 
on folio 31. What was the purpose of that? — That 
is taken out. 

6584. Would you tell the Court how you think the 
Tribunal will he able to deal, wjien it comes to ap- 
plications under Section 59 of the Statute, with the 
facts required in connection with Sub-section (3) of 
Section 58? — T think it will have to deal with them 
on general considerations, as it is dealing with, this 
matter now. 

6585. The whole- claim under (c) is a general claim 
which must- rest upon general considerations. That 
is your view, is it not? — It cannot rest on an 
accurate quantification. 

Mr. Wobkall. 

you are examining him with regard to the claims of 
the four companies, £1,500,000." 

0590. Mr. Worrall : Then I will take the first item 
of the London and North Eastern Railway, £369,700. 
That is really the result of a formula, is 'it not? — -It 
was arrived at as the result of a formula, but before 
being put forward it was approved by us as a reason- 
able figure to ask for. 

6591. In your cross-examination, in the first place, 
you spoke very definitely with regard to a formula. 
Sir Douglas Hogg says this at Question 4218, on 
page 210, when Re was examining you : “ (Q) That 
simplifies the investigation. Now, you told us that 
you have taken a formula which in fact is wholly 
arbitrary ? — (A) It was arrived at- as the result of the 
best consideration we could give to it. (Q) In fact, 
it does not represent, with regard to any given work 
the actual amount of increase which took place?— 
(A) No; having arrived at the best formula we could, 
we applied it throughout.” 

6592. In the first place, you apply a formula 
throughout ? — We did, yes. 

6593. And' then you amend the formula by striking 
out claims which have Ibeen made in the course of 
discussion, I presume?— We did not amend the 
formula; we abandoned it. 
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6594. Do yon not say that this is the residual 
figure that remains after you have eliminated' figures 
which were originally in the formula? — No; we 
abandoned the formula. We went through to 
eliminate works included under the formula which 
had fructified and to bring in works pre-formula which 
had not fructified ; and as the result of the con- 
sideration we have given to it and the discussion we 
have had with the Traders Co-ordinating Committee 
we have proposed a settlement. 

6595. Is this figure of £396,700 an estimated 
figure ? — Oh yes. 

6596. Absolutely arbitrary? — No. not arbitrary — a 
very caeful estimate. 

6597. It is not arrived at on calculation? — It is an 
estimate arrived at on general calculation, yes. 

6598. The original figure as appearing in the yellow 

hook that Mr. Morrison had has been amended and 
you can show how it is amended. In the course of 
your replies you said: “We abandon this; we 

abandon that ” ? — Yes : it has been dealt with broadly. 

6599. Taking the doctrine of enhancement of value, 
we have had one law case in which the Tribunal have 
been fortified by the opinions of a Higher Court. 
Is not this doctrine of enhancement of value a fit 
subject either for this Tribunal to decide what con- 
stitutes enhancement under this clause or that we 
should go to a higher Court if there is any difference? 
— I should be very sorry to limit in any way the 
questions which this Tribunal can deal with. 

6600. This is an arrangement out of Court in this 
arbitrary rule of thumb fashion, and it was admitted 
to be a rule of thumb fashion by Mr. Quirey yester- 
day. Would it not be better to lay down a formula 
and for you to go back on what was your studied 
conviction as shown bv your replies that a. formula 
was a proper thing? — We did put up a formula and 
we were told that it was not a proper thing to do. 

6601. But why vacillate because the Traders Co- 
ordinating Committees get at you ? Why not say : 

“ This is our formula and we will run through with 
it like the railway companies of old used to when 
they put down their railways ”? — We should be the 
last people to put ourselves in conflict with the 
Tribunal on a matter of that sort, if the Tribunal did 
not think it the proper way to deal with it. 

6602. There has been no decision on enhancement? 
— Enhancement is a different matter. 

6603. The doctrine of enhancement surely is vital, 
and would guide you in eliminating or adhering to 
the figures which you originally laid' down ? — I am 
rather at sea as to what you mean by the doctrine 
of enhancement. 

President : Mr. Worrall, do you want to take the 
case further on the matter of enhancement? Nothing 
which we do will prevent your taking it to the 
Court of Appeal. 

Mr. Worraill: No — not to get a ruling on what is 
enhancement. 

President : Perhaps you had better wait till you 
see what the decision is. 

Mr. Worrall : Let us go back to this figure. There 
is evidently something tangible that we' can seize 
upon and ask you. After all, this is a sort of non- 
possumus attitude which you take up and say, “ I 
do not care.” It is arbitrary and estimated and 
rule of thumb, and all that sort of thing, as it is 
admitted. 

President : That is hardly a literal paraphrase of 
anything that Sir Ralph Wedgwood has said. 

Mr. Worrall: But he certainly goes gaok on his 
original statement that he was adhering to a formula 
strictly. 

President : We settled that about a year ago. 

Mr. Worrall : Have you ruled that the formula is 
to go? 

President : It has been decided that the formula 
has gone. It was never a very strong point. When 
it was introduced I remember Mr. Quirey said that 
he had very little material to support it. When Mr. 
Clauson referred to it he said frankly: “It is the 



best we can do under the circumstances.” It was 
never a very strong point. 

Mr. Worrall : With great respect, I think it is 
shown to be a very strong point. We have had the 
benefit of eminent counsel in opening this matetr for 
the defence of the public against the companies, and 
they then thought it was a strong point. 

President : Who thought it was a strong point? 

Mr. Worrall : Sir Douglas Hogg and Sir Ralph 
Wedgwood himself. 

President : I am only quoting from the evidence 
that was given. The formula was never laid down 
more than tentatively to justify some figure which 
was to be brought before the Tribunal; at least that 
is how I understood it. Afterwards you were 
successful and the formula has been abandoned. 

Mr. Worrall: I am much obliged. 

President : In consequence of the formula having 
been abandoned definitely you are now seeking 
another avenue. 

Mr. Worrall : But this is by the consent of the 
gentlemen on the Tribunal. 

President : I do not know what you mean. You 
are evidently not speaking with any kind of 
knowledge. 

Mr. Worrall : To get to grips with this thing you 
must have something tangible. 

President : We have something tangible. 

Mr. Worrall : You do not argue : “ We have agreed 
the £2,000,000 sort of idea.” We are those who, I 
submit, are outside and who are looking at it from 
a public point of- view and not from a professional 
point of view. 

President: Quite so. Now will you continue your 
cross-examination of Sir Ralph? 

6604. Mr. Worrall : What I want really to get at 
is if certain figures are eliminated. I do not know 
whether I am harking back upon it, but what can I 
ask you with regard to specific items other than 
what Mr. Morrison has? To take a question near at 
home, that is, the Goodmayes and Woodford line, 
is that in? Everybody here knows just how that line 
stands? — That is in, yes. 

6605. You are claiming on that? — Yes. 

6606. Mr. Morrison tells me that he cannot find it. 

President : Is it the Woodford to Ilford line ? 

6607. Mr. Worrall : Yes, on the Great Eastern. 
We all know that line; we have all travelled just 
round that useful loop? — It is on page 26. 

6608. WJiat date was that opened? — June, 1903. 

6609. What do you call it? — The Woodford to Ilford 
line, folio 26, opened June, 1903, cost £351,000. 

6610. If you have no formula you can put in any 
old line and say it comes within this section? — I am 
prepared to answer any question about it. We 
consider it not in fact fructified.. 

6611. I ask, does this come within the formula? 
The formula has gone; it does not exist. 

6612. Are you claiming then on the £.2,000,000 
and the rest of it on this sheet? — A claim in respect 
of the Woodford and Ilford line is in the figure which 
has been suggested in the provisional settlement of 
£247,000. 

6613. Do you take it that this line will fructify 
at any time? When will it fructify? — It is con- 
tinuing to fructify; it has not fully fructified. 

6614. Have you the figures? I dare say you have 
the figures handy, because this is an example we 
can realise in town as to the way the thing is being 
dealt with? — (Well, it shows a continuous increase. 
Shall I give you the figures? 

6615. Yes, if you would not mind? — Passengers: 
1904, £5,882; 1905, £6,253; 1906, £6,927; 1907, 
£7,187; 1908, £7,583; 1909 (,a slight falling off), 
£7,156; 1912, £7,572; 1913, £7,300. 

6616. Well, it has not fructified very considerably, 
has it? — It has increased from £4,000 to £7,000. 

6617. But that is a very long period ? — The fruc- 
tification very often does take a long period. 

0618. If you take an acid test of this sort of lines 
and you could say: “Well, this is not the sort of 
thing wo are talking about,” I can understand it, 
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but I am up against it directly I ask you that when 
you say this has fructified; hut who is to decide? — 

I can only give you the facts. Take season tickets, 
if you like. 

6619. That is one of the items which one can 
freely repel as hemg outside the category of lines 
intended to be considered under this scheme?— It is 
a line for developing a residential district; it has 
not fructified rapidly. 

6620. And it will not fructify for the simple reason , 
that the peoplo will not go and live in these places 
round the loop?— I do not know why they should 
not. Chigwell is an eminently attractive place. 

6621. Ilford and Goodmayes, and one or two 
others, have got a monopoly with your line running 
beyond there? — All I can say is they continue t-o go 
there. The season ticket holders are now 284,060— 
that is the number of journeys — as compared with 
57.000 in 1904, and as compared with 214,000 in 
1913. 

6622. That shows a slight progress? — That is the 
whole thing. 

6623. Does that come within this section? — 
Surely. 

(The Witness 



6624. Any line that shows a progress? Every line 
would show a progress surely, would it not? If it 
has not fructifiel, and 01 do not think anybody who 
knows that line would say it has fully fructified. 

6625. Surely the intention of the Act is to bring 
within a category certain lines, and not to bring 
in all lines? — No; and we do not bring in all lines. 
This is a line intended to develop a residential area, 
and nobody who knows that area would say it is 
fully developed at present; it is .developing. 

@626. You say you have practically brought in all 
lines? — I do not think I have got the Ilford line, for 
instance. I am not sure there is very much room 
for development there. 

6627. At any rate, I suppose the very few lines 
that have been eliminated have been eliminated as 
the result of the criticism of the Tribunal? — I can- 
not tell you offhand. We have eliminated those we 
thought had fully fructified. 

6628. And we put it to you that this Ilford line 
might be eliminated in the same way? — No, I can- 
not agree with you. 

6629. You are endeavouring to justify the state- 
ment that this is the sort of line that goes on 
fructifying ? — Certainly. 

withdrew.) 



Mr. Johx Pike recalled. 



Further examined by Mr. Tylob. 



6630. I think you are here to speak to the claims 
of the London, Midland and Scottish Railway Com- 
pany, which they are making under paragraph (c) ? 
— Yes. 

6631. Have you in conjunction with other officers 
of the company examined all the items which were 
included in Schedule “E” of Document R.T.3a?— 
Yes. 

6632. As we know, the formula, on which the claim 
was originally based, has gone? Yes. 

6633. With regard to that, have you eliminated 
from the items included in Schedule “ E ” all those 
items which on examination you found had become 
fully remunerative in 1913 or in respect of which you 
were unable to find that they had not?— That is so, 
yes. The capital cost of those works on which we 
are not now claiming is £4,643,414. 

6634. I think the total capital cost of the works 
on which the original claim was based was 
£36,321,630? — Yes, that is correct. 

6635. So that after making' the deduction you 
have just mentioned, your claim is now made on 
works the capital cost of which is £31,678,216? Yes, 
that is so. 

6636. Of course, those works include only works 
carried out since 1898? — Yes, that is so. 

6637. That results from the arrangement made with 
the' Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee ?— It really 
results from the operation of the formula. 

0638. Well, as a result of the arrangement made 
- with the Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee you have 
not included any works constructed before 1898? — 
That is so, and there are a number which we might 
certainly have included. 

6639. And which were not fully remunerative in 
1913?— That is so. 

6640. Mr. Jepson: I understood from Sir Ralph 
Wedgwood that although the works constructed 
beyond the formula period, that is more than 15 
years before 1913, have not been put in any schedule, 
yet consideration was given to the unfructified hues, 
-such as those that were mentioned by Sir Ralph in 
the box. Do I understand that the consideration of 
those was ruled out — because I rather gathered that 
that was the suggestion — by consultation with the 
Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee? — No, that is not 
so. They were taken into consideration, but we have 
not added any amount to our claim in respect of 
those works prior to 1898. 



Mr. Jepson : That is the evidence, as I understood 
it from Sir Ralph. 

Mr. F. G. Thomas : Perhaps I might be allowed 
to say for the Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee that 
I think it is quite clear that that consideration was 
one of those on which the final figure has to be 
justified. 

Mr. Jepson : That is what I rather gathered; I 
thought you rather limited it, Mr. Tylor, in the 
question you put to Mr. Pike when you said some- 
thing about an arrangement with the Traders’ Co- 
ordinating Committee. 

Mr. Tylor : I think I did put it rather incorrectly, 
but it really follows from the schedule. 

6641. Mr. Locket : You have not added anything 
in the way of figures to your claim ; but have you 
added any schedule of additional works which would 
be covered by that? — No, but they would amount 
to a very considerable amount. I could quote from 
memory, quite a number. 

6642. I was only wondering whether it is desirable 
that there should be a schedule so that it would be 
on record that they had been taken into considera- 
tion. 

President : Mr. Thomas, from your point of view 
will you tell me exactly what was done about these 
works ? 

Mr. F. G. Thomas : As regards this matter, the 
position was this : the formula had gone, but the 
total claims stood at the figure at which, it had been 
put into the companies’ claim, no doubt arith- 
metically at that time based upon the formula. The 
formula had gone, but the companies had not in any 
sense modified their total claim, and were 

prepared, as we understood it, to ask you 
to award them their total claim as it 

appeared in the original tables which were before 
you and to ask you to give them that upon 
evidence which they told us they were prepared 
to place before you, which would cover not 
only works which were specified in this Schedule “ E,” 
but would have included also works which were by 
the arbitrary effect of the formula excluded from 
Schedule “ E,” but which under the language of the 
Statute the railway companies contended fell within 
the four conditions which were necessary to justify 
a claim under subsection (c). They pointed out in 
the negotiations the magnitude of some of those 
item's, "and in agreeing with the railway companies 
« that the total figure as reduced as a result of the 
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arrangement was a proper figure to award under (c), 
we certainly had fully in mind the possibility of the 
railway companies substantiating — we should have 
objected no doubt — substantial claims which were not 
included in “ E,” by reason of the fact that the ex- 
penditure was made more than 15 years before 1913. 
So that I think, and I will call a witness upon this if 
necessary, I would like to say at once that that 
consideration was present to those who were negotiat- 
ing on behalf of the traders, and we regard the final 
figure which the railway companies now claim as a 
figure which includes a return to the railway com- 
panies in respect of expenditure which was more 
than 15 years prior to 1913. 

President : Where does this limitation about 1898 
come in? 

Mr. F. ft. Thomas : There is no such limitation 
now. It was a limitation which fell to the- ground 
directly the formula fell to the ground; there is no 
such limitation in the Act. 

President: Thank you. Does that substantially 
accord with what you would have said if I had asked 
you. Mr. Clauson? 

Mr. Clauson : Entirely. The point of the 15 years, 
of course, was this : we adopted 15 years for the 
formula, and the Tribunal will recollect we said : 
“It is perfectly true some works within the 15 years 
have already fully fructified ; many works beyond the 
15 years have not fully fructified. We have taken 
a purely arbitrary date to take the works and to 
apply the formula.” That, ’of course, has all gone. 

President: That is how I understood it. What 
Mr. Thomas has told us now is substantially what 
you would have told us if I had asked you instead of 
Mr. Thomas? 

Mr. Clauson : Absolutely the same. 

6643. Mr. Tylor (to the Witness ): After having 
made the exclusion of the items of which you have 
spoken, are you satisfied that the remaining works 
are works which enhance the value of the under- 
taking? — Yes. 

6644. And were not fully remunerative on the 1st 
January, 1913? — I have examined them all, and I 
am satisfied that those works do enhance the value 
of the undertaking, and that they were not fully 
remunerative at the beginning of 1913. 

6645. Have you also satisfied yourselves that there 
are no works included of less than £25.000? — Yes. 

6646. Or any work which has already been included 
in the claims of the company under paragraphs (at) 
or (h) ? — Yes. That they are all over £25,000 is, of 
course, evident from the print, and I have satisfied 
myself that none of them were claimed for under (a). 

6647. I think you have already told us that the 
total value of those works is £31,678,216? — Yes. 

6648. The original claim was for an allowance of 
£523,542?— Yes. 

6649. I think that is set out in the addition to 
Schedule E. as it was originally called? — Yes; it is 
set out in the table which was handed in yesterday. 

6650. Yes. It is Item No. 5, Column 3, Folio 1, 
of R.T.3a? : — That is so. 

6651. As a result of the provisional settlement 
arrived at with the Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee 
that claim is now reduced to £315,596? — That is 
correct. 

6652. So that you write in in Column 3 of Folio 1 
of R.T.3a the figure £315,596 instead of the original 
figure £523.542?— Yes. 

6653. That is, if the settlement is approved by this 
Tribunal? — Yes. 

6654. Would you just for the information of the 
Tribunal make the arithmetical calculation to shbw 
what percentage on the capital cost of the works 

which you have included your claim amounts to? 

The works which .are now included — that is the 
revised figure I have just given— are £31,678,216. and 
the allowance that we claim is £315,596, which is. 
of course, less than 1 per cent, on the total capital 
cost of those works. 

0655. Mr. Hepsnn: Without taking into considera- 
tion any of the other works which you said had been * 



taken into consideration which were unfructified 
. although they were finished more than 15 years before 
1913 ? — Yes ; without taking those into consideration 
at all. 

6656. Mr. Tylor : I do not think any useful pur- 
pose would be served by taking you through all this 
list of works; it would be impossible; so I think the 
simplest way would be if you would take a few repre- 
sentative ex-amples and just give the facts upon which 
you arrive at your conclusion? — Yes. I have tried 
to take a few fairly large and representative items 
under each head that is, widening new lines, electri- 
fication, hotels, docks, and so on, and give instances 
taken from different parts of the country so as to 
try to make it as representative as possible. 

6657. Will you take first the widening and electrifi- 
cation of the London-Watford line to start with? — - 
Yes. 

6658. Mr. Jepson : On what page is that? — Well, 
it is in various places ; it is mostly on page 24. The 
total capital cost of the portion of the work that was 
carried out between 1905 and 1912 was £1,271,134. 
Of course that did not complete the line, but that is- 
the expenditure on that portion of it which was 
opened in 1912. Since then it has been completed, 
but of course the expenditure that had been made up 
to 1912 was not fully remunerative because the dis- 
trict had not developed, and it was not fully re- 
munerative because the scheme was not complete. 
The complete scheme included the construction of two 
additional lines from Camden to Watford, their elec- 
trification and the electrification of the lines from 
Broad Street to Kew and Richmond, but for this 
purpose I have excluded the latter and I have con- 
fined the figures to Euston and Watford. These 
figures show how the traffic on the line has developed. 
The number of passenger journeys in 1913 was 
6,976,000; in 1923 that had increased to 15,077,688, 
or an increase over 1913 of 116 per cent. In 1924 
the passenger journeys were practically 18,000,000, 
or an increase of 158 per cent, over 1913. 

6659. Does that show that not only was this traffic 
on this line still developing in 1913, but it was also 
still developing in 1924?— Yes, and it is still develop- 
ing now, because there is a great deal of building 
development going on round the new stations that 
have been opened on this line. 

6660. Have you got any figures of. passenger 
receipts showing the same thing? — Yes. The passen- 
ger receipts in 1913 were £110,391; that is the 
passenger receipts at the stations between Euston 
and 'Watford — the bookings at those stations alone to 
other stations on that line. In 1923 (and I have 
reduced the figures to the 1913 fares by taking off 
one-third) the passenger receipts were £209,000; they 
had practically doubled. In 1924 they were 
£255,279, or an increase of 131 per cent, over 1913. 

6061. So that those figures confirm very remark- 
ably the results you arrive at by the passenger jour- 
neys? — Yes. They show both that that line enhances 
the value and that it has not even yet fully fructified. 

6662. I think now you might leave that work and 
go to the next, the electrification of tho Liverpool to 
Southport line? — That was a pure electrification and 
nothing else; it was carried out between 1904 and 
1906. 

6663. Perhaps you might give us the page in 
Schedule E. ? — It is all on one page. On page 30 you 
will find an item in June, 1904, another one in 
December, 1904, another one in December, 1905, 
and another one in June, 1906; they total up 
to £603,000. The growth of the traffic on this 
line since electrification is shown in the same 
way that in 1907, the first year after it was electri- 
fied, the number of passengers booked was just over 
4.000,000; in 1913 it had reached 5,400,000; in 1923 
it was nearly 9,000,000. 

6664. And taking the gross receipts what do they 
show? — The gross receipts reduced to the 1913 fares 
also show an increase of just about double — £103 943 
in 1907, and £211,428 in 1923. 
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6665. Perhaps you would give the percentage? — If 

you compare it with 1912 the number of passengers 
booked . 

6666. I do not think you gave us the 1913 figure for 
receipts? — I think you want to take the 1912 figure, 
because that is the year before; it was £104,000 in 
1907, £127,600 in 1912, and £211,428 in 1923. After 
reducing the receipts to the 1913 basis' the increase 
is 66 per cent, in both cases, that is to say, 66 per 
cent, over 1912 in the number of passengers, and 66 
per cent, in receipts. 

6667. That is in 1923 over 1912? — Yes. 

0668. Which example will you take next? — I think 
we might take next the widening of the line between 
Bow and Barking and its electrification, and the 
enlargement of the Tilbury line stations; that was a 
very comprehensive work. That cost £1,705,000 alto- 
gether, and it was carried out at various times 
between 1899 and 1912. It involved altogether the 
provision of two additional lines between Bow and 
Barking constructed at the joint expense of the 
Tilbury Company and the District Company with a 
connecting line adjoining the Metropolitan and 
District joint line at Whitechapel, and the electrifi- 
cation of the line as far as Barking with the enlarge- 
ment of a number of stations. 

6669. Mr. Jepson-. That is split up on several 
pages? — Yes, it goes from page 25 to page 29. 

6670. What do you say the total capital was? — 
£1,705,548 exactly. We have separate accounts of the 
Tilbury section; they were kept up to 1913; and esti- 
mates have been prepared of the corresponding 
receipts and expenditure in 1923 on exactly the same 
basis, but, of course, allowing for the present higher 
ratio of working expenses, and they show an' increase 
in gross receipts from railway working, and, of 
course, a corresponding increase in the working 
expenses, but the net receipts have increased from 
£221,000 in 1913 to £298,000 in 1923. The White- 
chapel and Bow net receipts are, of course, separate; 
they have increased from £14,000 to nearly £30,000 
in the same time. 

6671 . Mr. Tylor -. What does that make the total 
increase; is it £92,065? — Yes, or a yield of 5J per 
cent, on the capital outlay of £1,705,548. Of course, 
in taking the Whitechapel and Bow net receipts I 
have only taken the London, Midland & Scottish 
proportion. 

6672. That is an increase of 5J per cent. ? — -Well, 
no ; it is a return of 5'4 per cent, on the capital that 
has been spent. 

6673. The increase is equal to 54 per cent, on the 
capital? — On the capital spent on the alterations, 
and, of course, it has not stopped. 

6674. Mr. Jepson-. It is not the increase. The 
revenue in the latter period is equal, I understand, 
to 5|‘ per cent, on the capital expenditure — not the 
increase in receipts? — No. The increase in receipts 
is equivalent to 54 per cent, on the capital outlay on 
the alterations. 

6675. Mr. Tylor : The total increase, I think you 
said, was £92,065? — Yes. 

6676. And that, calculated as a percentage on the 
capital outlay of £1,705,000, works out at 54 per 
cent, roughly? — Yes. 

6677. And what is the increase in the number of 
passengers? — The number of passengers originating 
on the Tilbury section alone, apart from those on the 
Whitechapel and Bow line and the District line, of 
which we have no record, increased from 11,771,000 in 
1913 to 14,500,000 in 1923, and season ticket journeys 
from 7,633,000 to 13,981,000, and the freight traffic 
is of course still growing. 

6678. I think you might now take one more example 
of a work of a rather different character, that is the 

Cross-examined b 

6685. I shall not keep you long because the broader 
questions I dealt with through Sir Ralph Wedgwood. 
Would you tell the Tribunal when these reductions 
which you have now made in the companies’ claims, 
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widening of the Chester and Holyhead line between 
Chester and Llandudno Junction? — Between 1899 and 
1907 the Chester and Holyhead line was widened from 
two to four lines almost all the way from Chester 
to Landudno Junction. That work took from 1899 
to 1907 and it cost £784,372. Those entries are shown 
on pages 23 and 24 of R.T. 3a. It is unfortunately 
not practicable to give figures for the whole of the 
traffic passing over that section because it includes 
a very considerable quantity of through traffic, the 
traffic to Ireland and other through traffic, of which 
you cannot take a record, but I have got out 
particulars of the numbers of passengers booked at 
the stations on the Chester and Holyhead Railway 
and that gives some indication of the general increase 
that has taken place. The passengers have increased 
from 4,254,000 to 5,427,000 between 1912 and 1923, 
an increase of 1,173,000, or 28 per cent. The 

merchandise traffic dealt with at the same stations 
has increased also by 27 per cent. ; that is apart from 
the through merchandise going to Ireland and 
coming from Ireland. 

6679. Now I think you might take an example of 

docks? — Grangemouth. There are two items as 

regards Grangemouth on page 31. Grangemouth 
Docks, December, 1906, £1,394,349, and Grahamstown 
and Grangemouth connecting line £78,794, a total of 
£1,473,143. 

6680. The dock was an additional dock at Grange- 
mouth? — The Grange Dock and the connecting line 
was a new line connecting the dock' with the North 
British Railway, the North British Railway Company 
having powers there. This line was constructed to 
facilitate the working. 

6681. Have you got some figures of the imports 
and exports of the dock? — Yes. The total imports 
and exports in 1913 were 3,890,000 tons, and in 
1923, 4,207,000 tons, an increase of 317,000 tons, 
or 8 per cent. That does not sound a very big in- 
crease, but it has to be remembered that Grange- 
mouth Docks were entirely closed in connection with 
naval requirements throughout the War, and, of 
course, the traffic which before the War resorted to 
those docks had to go elsewhere; consequently since 
the War it has taken a good deal of time for the 
business to gravitate back to Grangemouth, and it 
is really surprising to find that so early as 1923 the 
tonnage was 8 per cent, over 1913. 

6682. Do you anticipate that that leeway that was 
lost during the War has still to be made up to a 
large extent? — Yes. We are not getting more than 
about half the general merchandise traffic that we 
dealt with through Grangemouth before the War. 
The net receipts of the dock have also increased 
from £48,860 to £86,000 between 1913 and 1923, so 
it shows it has recovered a good deal and has passed 
the 1913 mark, but there is still a great deal more 
development to take place. 

6683. Perhaps you would just deal with one or two 
instances of hotel works; they are rather of a different 
character ? — Yes. I think I might take the Man- 
chester Midland Hotel which was opened in 1903; it 
cost just over £2,000,000, the net receipts in 1912 
were £44,341, a yield of 4 per cent., and the net 
receipts in 1923 were £62,812, a yield of over 6 per 
cent., the increase in the net receipts being £18,471, 
or 42 per cent. Would you like another? 

6684. Perhaps you might give one more; we have 
a lot here ? — Take Edinburgh — Princes Street Station 
Hotel; that also was opened in 1903; it cost £213,970 — 
these are both on page 31. The net receipts in 
1912 were £17,777, a yield of 8 per cent. ; in 1923 
they were £37,107, a yield of 17 per cent., an increase 
of £19,330, or 109 per cent. 

Mr. Moriuson. 

so far as your Company is concerned, were actually 
made? — Within the last month. 

6686. During the last month? — Well, d uring the 
last two or three weeks, I think I might say. 
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6687. Quite recently? — Yes. 

6688. They would be subsequent, of course, to the 
negotiations with the Traders’ Co-ordinating Com- 
mittee? — Yes. 

6689. How were the reductions made; were you 
allocated a sum by the companies after the negotia- 
tions had culminated and you made the reductions up 
to that sum ? — Oil ,no. I went through the list which 
was in this book, I considered each of these works 
separately with the help of other officers of the com- 
pany, and we decided that there were certain of these 
works which, either from our knowledge or from in- 
formation which we were able to get, might be con- 
sidered as being, if not fully fructified, pretty well 
fructified. We struck those out, and we also struck 
out some others where it was not possible to get any 
real indication. 

6690. And the officers of the other railway com- 
panies did the same so far as their companies were 
concerned ? — I have no doubt they did. 

6691. The net result of the officers of the four rail- 
way companies doing that was that the deductions 
corresponded exactly with the amount which was 
agreed with the Co-ordinating Committee should come 
ofi and which sum had been previously fixed? — I was 
not aware that that was the fact; it never was in my 
mind anyhow. May I look for one moment, because 
I do not think you are right. If it is so it is an 
accident; we never had it in mind. 

Mr. Glauson ■ Mr. Morrison surely does not sug- 
gest that it is so. 

President : I understand Mr. Morrison’s sugges- 
tion is that it is so for the moment and no doubt he 
will bring some evidence to show that it is. 

Mr. Morrison : All I mean is this : the sum which 
fras to be reduced to £500,000 was fixed in negotia- 
tion with the Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee, and 
subsequently to that the railway companies made de- 
ductions in their sections. What I w-ant to know 
is whether those reductions in claims in the aggre- 
gate extend to the reduction which has been agreed 
with the Co-ordinating Committee. 

i6692. President : Mr. Pike, will you try and follow 
the steps in the proceeding and convince Mr. Morri- 
son if you can that he is wrong? — I can say this so 
far as I am concerned : I had nothing to do with 
the negotiations; I did not know what the figure 
arrived at was; and therefore I could not possibly 
have worked to it. It was done absolutely indepen- 
dently. 

Cross-examined 

6707. When you eliminated certain items from your 
list, what did you do with them when you took them 
out of (c) ? — Nothing. 

6708. Did you put them hack into (a)? — No. 

6709. What is the value of those items you elimin- 
ated, do you think, roughly? — £4,643,414. 

6710. And you have absolutely given up hope of get- 
ting any interest on that tremendous figure? — I do 
not understand — no; I calculate that we are already 
earning on that figure as much as we are likely to 
earn. 

6711. But this Cluase (c) provides that certain 
expenditure which enhances the value is not to be 
included in paragraph (a) ?— It has to be expenditure 
which is not included in paragraph (a), and none of it 
is included in paragraph (a). 

6712. Paragraph (a) brings it down to the 15th 
August, 1921?— Yes. 

6713. Do you not think it is contemplated then in 
Clause (c) that railway lines should be those which 
come after 1921 ?— No. The figures that are excluded 
in paragraph (c) are all m respect of expenditure 
which took place prior to 1913 ; it says so in the Act. 

6714. Why did you not get the interest when it was 
run under the Government ? — Because it was expendi- 
ture prior to the period of Government control. 

671-5. And you did not get any interest on this 
£4,000,000 at all from the Government? — No. We 



6693. Mr. Morrison-. The reduction of one-third, 
roughly from £1,500,000 to £1,000,000 in the claims 
under paragraph (c), has no relation to particular 
items ? — No. 

6694. Have you got the sum represented by the 
items which were taken out? — No. 

6695. Could you put in a list of items giving those 
which you havfe now taken out? — I could. 

6696. The items which you took out totalled 
£4,643,414? — That is so. Mr. Morrison is asking me 
what was the claim in respect of those items ; I have 
not taken that out. 

6697. Mr. Morrison: But you will put in a list? 
— I can put in a list, yes. 

6698. At what rate of interest would you regard 
the capital as being remunerative? — There is no 
rule. I have shown you some things at 5 per cent., 
some things at 9 per cent., and one hotel I had 
here was 17 per cent. 

6699. But you see the difficulty, do you not, of 
the Tribunal in coming to a decision as to what is 
fully! remunerative if it is to contemplate that 
capital might earn up to 17 per cent, or even more? 
— Well, the thing is certainly not fully remunerative 
until it is earning all it can reasonably be expected 
to earn. 

6700. That you cannot get settled, because in future 
it may earn more than it does now? — I think it will. 

6701. On the question of the new electric line, that 
is, from London to Watford, is it not? — Yes. 

6702. Is that the Bakerloo extension ? — No. 

6703. What page is that on? 

6704. President: It is at page 24? — You will find 
on page 24 under June, 1905, Camden Widening and 
Deviation, £783,387. That is one alteration. That 
was an alteration that had to be made in the Cam- 
den Goods Yard and the reception sidings there 
before the new electric lines could bo constructed. 

6705. Mr. Morrison-: It was an alteration of the 
steam railway really to make way for the electric? — 
The whole line was worked as a steam line before it 
was electrified. The Ivensal Green to Sudbury addi- 
tional lines are part of the new line. 

6706. Have you got any figures as to the effect of 
the traffic of the steam railway between the points 
covered by the electric railway subsequent to the 
electric railway coming into use? — The figures that 
I have given are the total receipts both of the steam 
railway and of the electric railway — of the local 
traffic; it is confined to the local traffic, of course. 

Mr. Worrall. 

did not get any interest on the £36,000,000 which 
was originally included in this schedule. 

6716. Therefore, you have to say under Clause (c) 
that all these seleoted items which you have chosen — 
and you rejected others — must come wit|hin some 
special scheme of enhancement ? — No. 

6717. Well, there must surely be some value in that 
word “enhancement You must see that these do 
not enhance. The £4,00,000 worth that you have 
thrown out do not enhance? — No; I do not admit that 
for a moment. 

6718. Then why did you do it ? 

Mr. J epson : He has explained that items repre- 
senting £4,600,000 capital wore items which they con- 
sidered were fully remunerative or almost fully re- 
munerative at the end of 1912, anid that is the reason 
be brings those out. 

6719. Mr. Worrcdl : And therefore you changed 

your mind ; there was a sort of novation ; you changed 
your attitude? — No. 

6720. Two or three weeks ago? — No, we have never 
changed our mind. 

6721. Well, why did you reject those representing 
£4,000,000 1 Sir Ralph Wedgwood has already 
explained it to you ; I do not know that I can add 
very much to that explanation. 

6722. I am asking for your view, which is valuable? 
— They were put in originally because the original 
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claim was made under the formula ; the formula has 
gone, and therefore these under the altered condi- 
tions are no longer such claims as we feel we could 
reasonably put forward. 

6723. Do you consider the formula has gone in the 
interest of the public, if I might ask such a question? 

• — I do not think it has, no. 

6724. It would have been better if we had adhered 
to the formula? — I do not think it would have made 
very much difference' — I am only expressing my own 
opinion. 

6725. But shill we have to interpret this, and I 
should like you to give one specific instance which 
1 have tried to deal with before, and that is the 
Tottenham and Hampstead Line ; I think that is 
yours ? — There is no claim in respect of the Tottenham 
and Hampstead Line under Schedule E. 

6726. What is the reason? — Because it- was ex- 
cluded by the formula. 

6727. If the formula has gone, could you not very 
well put it in ? — We might have, yes. 

6728. Well, why not? — I have not put anything 
more in. 

6729. But surely this Tottenham and Hampstead 
Line is a line where you could say : “ This line is 
going on fructifying and progressing ” ; surely you 
see your opportunity of putting it in? — Well, I have 
not put it in. 

6730. Why? — Because I do not want to. 

6731. Still, it shows the difficulty erf the whole posi- 
tion. You do not want to, and therefore you do not 
put it in. I wish you did not want lots of other 
things? — There is no reason why I should put it in, 
seeing that I have already got in the list quite suffi- 
cient to cover our claim. 

6732. What do you mean — under the agreed figures ? 
You have come to an understanding out of Court? — 
No, I am not talking about that. I am saying that in 
these figures which are left in Schedule E. there is 
quite sufficient to justify our claim, and therefore 
there is no necessity to add to it. 

6733. Which claim is that, the £5213,542 that 
Counsel read out in opening your examination? — 
Our amended claim is £315,596. 

6734. Take the special instance of the Tottenham 
Line ; would you not say now that that is an enhance- 
ment in value, just to give some sort of point to the 
grammatical construction of the Act? — Really, I do 
not think I should 'be called upon to give answers 
with regard to something which is not in the claim. 

6735. No, but we want to get down to the bed rock 
and see how you justify all your actions as a vast 
undertaking that can ride over everybody if you put- 
up your ipse dixit and say it has got to be. You 
simply select and say: “ Here we are; you take this. 
This enhances. Here is another thing; we do not 
care; we do not want it” — what? — You can go on 
asking me about anything else you like, and I will 
try to- answer you. 



6736. Are you working according to rule on the 
Tottenham and Hampstead Line in excluding it? — 
The Tottenham and Hampstead Line is not in the 
claim. 

6737 But could it not be in the claim? — I have 
never looked at it, and I oannot say. 

6738. Would you kindly quote the figures for the 
Tottenham and Hampstead Line? 

President : It has nothing to do with the case ; 
that is the unfortunate part of it. 

Mr. Woirall: But we want to get to the definition 
of this term “ enhancement.” 

President : You will not do that by the figures 
of the Tottenham Railway, you know. 

Mr. Worrall: Well, we might show that that is 
enhancing the value, and therefore the interpre- 
tation the railway companies are putting on it is 
absolutely illusive. 

President : I am afraid I must — 

Mr. W orrall : — rule against me ; right. 

President : Yes, I am afraid so. 

6739. Mr. Worrall-. I do put it as a point all the 
same. The railway companies do not understand the 
meaning of the Act? — If you will kindly ask me 
some question about some work that is in the claim 
I will do my best to answer you. 

6740. There is one thing I asked a previous 
witness, and that is this; we have come to a con- 
clusion just taking in the figures to get a result. 
Could not your Company in its generosity give us 
something by excluding quite a number of other 
items which are included. Have you considered the 
main issue, that is to say, take (1) (a), (1) (6) and 
(1) (c) ; could you tell me the total that has already 
been packed in as charges and whether that com- 
mensurates in any way what is the standard revenue ? 
— I really do not understand the question. 

President : I am afraid that question does not 
convey a very clear meaning to Mr. Pike. 

Mr. Worrall : No, but I want to put it like this — 

President : If you would confine yourself to the 
points of (c) for the moment it would be better. 

Mr. Worrall : They are all right on (1) (a) and 
(1) ( b ); there is sufficient for the Companies to say: 
“ We have finished and we do not want (c) at all, 
because after all we can put it all into some other 
clause.” 

President : Noq that is not really the attitude of 
the railways at all. They are trying to satisfy the 
requirements of (c). 

Witness : We are trying to satisfy the requirements 
of the Act. 

Mr. Worrall -. I submit that this witness has not 
shown that he has satisfied the requirements of the 
Act. 

President : That is a definite point in itself, upon 
which you can address me later. 

Mr. Worrall-. I am very much obliged to you, Mr. 
Pike. 



(The Witness withdrew.) 
Mr. James Milne, Recalled. 



Further examined by Mr. Clauson. 



6741. You are the Assistant General Manager of 
the Great Western Railway? — Yes. 

6742. Perhaps I should ask you this first : have you 
proceeded in regard to your company in the wajr 
in which the two previous witnesses have described 
the method upon which they have proceeded with 
regard to the London and North Eastern Railway * 
and the London, Midland and Scottish Railway? — 
Generally, yes. 

6743. President : You have been through the list 
of works? — Yes. 

6744. Carefully? — Yes. 

6745. And you have satisfied yourself that none is 
included in that list except such as enhances the 
value of the undertaking? — In my opinion they all 
enhance the value of the undertaking. 



6746. And in 1913 were not fully remunerative? — 
That is so. 

6747. That is your deliberate opinion after looking 
at the lisc carefully? — That is right. 

6748. Mr. Clauson : And further, you have satis- 
fied yourself that in no case is it a case of a work 
costing lees than £25,000? — Yes, 

6749. And in no case is it a case where the cajjital 
expenditure was included in paragraph (a) ? — That is 
so. 

6750. Have you or have you not formed any view as 
to whether any of the works in the list are fully re- 
munerative ? — I think I answered the President that 
they were not fully remunerative in 1913. 

6751. President : The other witnesses said when 
they went through the list that they found some 
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they thought might be considered to have been fully 
remunerative in 1913 which had been included in the 
list under the formula. Did you find any such works 
in the list, and have you excluded them ? — No. Of 
course, it has not been possible to make a complete 
examination in all the detail; we could not get all 
the facts about the various works; but in the opinion 
of myself and some of our officers there are no works 
there that were fully remunerative in 1913. 

6752. None of the works in your list, so far as vou 
know? — No. 

6753. Mr. Clauson : As I understand, the works in 
your list are all works within the 15 years, that is. 
since 1898, by reason of the list having“been compiled 
with a view to carrying out the formula? — That is 
right. 

6(54. As a matter of fact, are you able to say 
whether or not there are works previous to the lo- 
ll ear period in respect of which a claim could be made 
under (c) ? I think there are undoubtedly works of 
that nature. 

6755. But for the purpose of considering the figures 
you have not gone into those? — No. 

6756. Can you give the Tribunal the total cost of 
the works which are included in the Schedule? — 
£15,814,181. 

6757. And the allowance that is tentatively agreed 
to under the settlement, we know, is the fmure of 
£190,491 1— Yes. 

6758. Have you worked out that percentage simply 
as a matter of arithmetic? — Yes. 

6759. What does that represent on the expenditure? 
— 1'2 per cent. 

Mr. J epson : Was that £15,814,181 the amount of 
the capital on which the original claim was made ? 

Mr. Clauson : Certainly. 

Mr. J epson : It has not been reduced in any way ? 

Mr. Clauson : So I understand. 

6760. Mr. J epson : You did answer the President 
with regard to the works which some of the other 
companies have taken out which they considered were 
fully remunerative or nearly fully remunerative on 
the 1st January, 1913. I think Mr. Pike and Sir 
Ralph also said they had eliminated other works as 
to which it was not possible to give particulars as 
to their remuneration or earnings; you had none of 
those to take out? — We have not taken’ out any 
works even though we have not been able to com- 
plete our investigations, as Sir Ralph said. It would 
take about two years to get all our information to- 
gether, and the idea was just to justify our claim on 
the important points. 

Mr. -J epson : Are we to take it that the case of the 
Great Western is different from the other companies, 
because Sir Ralph and Mr. Pike said, working these 
figures out under the formula, they did include every- 
thing in the way of expenditure on works which cost 
more than £25,000, whether they were remunerative 
or not. Then when the formula went and they had 
to go ihrough these works, they struck those out 
which they considered were about fully remunerative 
at the end of 1912. The Great Western, having regard 
to Mr. Milne’s answer, could not have applied the 
formula in the same way as the other companies; they 
have only put in apparently works which were not 
fully remunerative at the end of 1912. 

Mr. Clauson : That is exactly what I understand, 
but I will put the question to Mr. Milne to get it 
quite clear, and he shall toll us. 

0761. In making your original list of works, did 
you include any works which had already become by 
the crucial date, 1913, fully remunerative ?^- J S-o far 
as I know, there was no work included which was 
fully remunerative in 1913. 

6762. That is what I understood? — Yes. 

6763. For the purpose of dealing with this matter, 

1 think you regrouped your works into a series of 
groups, new railways, new and improved station 
accommodation, dock extensions, and one or two other 
minor groups, which perhaps we need not spend time 
over? — Yes. 



6764. Of the £15,800,000 does the item of new rail- 
ways work out at £9,700,000 oddl? — Practically 
£9,800,000. 

6765. New and improved station accommodation 
£1,100,000 odd?— Yes. 

6766. Widening of existing lines and tunnels just 
over £1,000,000 ?— Yes. 

6767. Dock extensions £3,264,000 odd? — Yes. 

6768. Would it be convenient to take one or two 
examples under those heads, of which you are able 
to give the Tribunal the details and show ' exactly 
how the thing works out and the nature of the 
non-fructification in each case? — Yes. 

6769. Under the head of neiv railways what do you 
think would be a convenient example to take? — The 
largest expenditure is in connection with our new 
route to Birmingham and the North. 

6770. Very good; let us just take that. What is 
the total cost of that? — £2,020,224. 

6771. And those appear in four different items on 
folios 10, 11 and 12 in your book? — Yes. 

6772. There are two items on page 10, Acton and 
Northolt Railway; then on page 11 there is the 
Asliendon and Aynho Railway, and on page 12 the 
Great Central and Great Western Joint Railway? — 
Yes. 

6773. Have you figures from which you can show 
the growth of traffic oil this route? — 1 think the 
growth of traffic on this route can best be demon- 
strated by taking the Great Western and Great 
Central Joint Railway, because we have separate 
published accounts for this line. The net receipts 
of the joint line increased from £121,000 in 1913 to 
£296,900 in 1924, an increase of £175,883. 

6774. And the Great Western’s share in that is one- 
half, I think? — Yes. 

6775. Have you had taken out the percentage that 
the increase in the net receipts of that Joint Line 
since 1913 represents on the capital expenditure? — 
It represents an increase of 10'7 per cent, on the 
capital expenditure. 

6776. Perhaps this is taking rather a jump, but 
still it is a little significant; assume for a moment 
that that is typical of the percentage increase over 
the whole of this particular work, what would be the 
total increase in net receipts for the whole of this 
new route approximately? — It would be roughly 
£ 200 , 000 . 

6777. Which as a matter of fact is rather more than 
the total allowance claimed? — Yes. 

6778. As regards the rest of that route — we were 
dealing for the moment just with the Joint Line — 
do the figures on the Acton and Northolt and the 
Ashendon Lines corroborate the increase in the fructi- 
fication? — Yes. The hookings on the Acton and 
Northolt Railway have increased by 110 per cent. — 
that is the traffic originating on the line — and the 
tonnage of goods dealt with at the stations by 556 
per cent, since 1913. On the Ashendon and Aynho 
Railway there are four stations, and the number of 
passengers originating at those stations has increased 
by 5 per cent., and the tonnage of goods by 251 per 
cent. 

6779. You can give, 1 take it, if required, similar 
figures with regard to these other new routes? — Yes. 

6780. There is a new route to the West of England, 
for instance r — Yes. In that case I have only taken 
out the train mileage. The passenger train mileage 
over the new section shows an increase of 25 per 
cent.; the freight train mileage shows an increase of 
40 per cent. 

6781. Mr. Locket-. As between 1913 and 1923? — - 
Yes, those are the two years. 

6782. Mr. Clauson : Giving a measure of the extent 
of non-fructification in 1913 as compared with, at all 
events, what has happened up to the present? — Yes. 

6783. Apart altogether from any increase there 
may bo hereafter? — Yes. 

6784. In the case of both these works, do you think 
they are even yet fully fructified? — I think there is 
room for very -big development yet in those lines. 
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6785. Mr. J epson : They are both new lines forming 
a shorter and independent route to, say, Birmingham 
or the West of England? — Yes. 

6786. To some extent at any rate traffic has been 
diverted from the old routes over the new lines, and 
that is taken into consideration when you show the 
growth of the traffic? — I do not think there has been 
any diversion between 1913 and 1923. The diversion 
was all prior to 1913. I am comparing with 1913 
only when the diversion of passenger train services 
had been effected. 

6787. Before 1913?— Yes. 

6788. Mr. Clauson : Shall we take an example from 
one of the other heads now; shall we take one of the 
dock extensions ? I think you have the figures, have 
you not, for the Newport Docks? — Yes. The total 
tonnage dealt with at the Newport Docks has in- 
creased since 1913 by 1T26 per cent. 

6789. One moment; just let us take the figures of 
expenditure. That is folio 12, £692,745; that is 
right, is it not? — That is right. 

6790. And the tonnage dealt with at Newport in 
1913 was 7,100,000 odd?— Yes. 

6791. And in 1923, 7,958,000 ?— Yes. 

6792. That is an increase of 11 per cent. ? — Yes. 

6793. Still on the Docks, you have the figures for 
the new Docks, I think? — Yes. 

6794. Take the Alexandra Dock, Cardiff? — There 
was an expenditure of £2,222,751 on the construction 
of the Alexandra Dock, Cardiff, which was opened in 
July, 1907. 

6/95. That is the figure on folio 12 of your book? — 
Yes. 

6796. Have you the figures of the exports and im- 
ports of this Dock comparing 1913 with 1923? — Yes. 
The imports have increased from 268,570 tons to 
639,675 tons, and the exports show a slight decrease 
from 2,832,000 tons to 2,814,000 tons. 



0797. Taking imports and exports together, what 
is the percentage increase in 1923 as compared with 
1913? — There is an increase of 12 per cent. 

6798. Now shall we go to an example under rather 
a different head; it is new and improved station 
accommodation. There is an example as to goods 
accommodation — South Lambeth; shall we take that? 
— The largest item is South Lambeth; it is on folio 
11, and the cost was £211,358. 

6799. That was a goods depot, was it? — Yes . 

6800. Can you compare the tonnage dealt with there 
in 1913 with the tonnage in 1924? — Yes. The tonnage 
dealt with has increased from 170,848 tons in 1913 to 
366,322 tons in 1924, an increase of 114 per cent. 

6801. While we are still under the head of new 
accommodation, there is the new station constructed 
at Moor 'Street, Birmingham; have you some figures 
as to that? — Yes. The cost of Moor Street, Birming- 
ham is £50,283. The number of passengers booked 
has increased by 48 per cent, since 1913, and the 
number of parcels and miscellaneous dealt with by 90 
per cent. 

6802. I think perhaps we ought to look at an electri- 
fication example. On folio 11 there are two electri- 
fications; there is the Hammersmith and City Line 
and the Park Royal generating station; the fourth 
and fifth items on folio 11? — Yes. 

6803. They total, I think, £447,503; that is right, 
is it not? — Yes. 

6804. Can you give us the figures of those? — The 
electrification of the Hammersmith and City Line 
cost £49,605 ; our share in the profits has increased 
from £1,582 in 1913 to £24,629 in 1923. With regard 
to the Park Royal generating station, the output of 
current has increased from 11,496,000 units in 1913 
to 13,836,000 units in 1923, an increase of 20 per cent. 

6805. I do not know whether you can say as to 
these two instances, are they cases in which full 
fructification has already heen reached or not? — By 
no means. 







Cross-examined by Mr. Morrison. 



6806. Your original claim still stands, does it not, 
under (?) and (c)? — No. I do not think our claim 
under (c) has been formulated; it is the settlement 
now. The formula has gone and our claim has gone 
with the formula. We reserve the right to put in a 
new period. 

6807. But I understood you were different from all 
the other companies in that all the items in your 
original claim still stood? — They still stand, and pro- 
bably others could be added to them. 

6808. So there may be others to come yet ? — If this 
settlement does not go through, yes. • 

6809. They are really included in the settlement 
too, are they not ? — 'Yes. 

6810. The others? — The others are. 

6811. How did you draw up your original list under 
paragraph (c); on what basis? — It included all works 
over £25,000 which has been constructed during the 
15 years prior to 1913. 

6812. And the allowance claimed was proportionate 
to the date at which they were constructed? — The 
allowance was based on a formula. 

6813. That is the reason they were in? — Yes. 

6814. So it was agreed at the previous hearings 
that they were put in under the formula ? — That is so. 

. 6815. And they are still there? — Yes. 

6816. Does it usually take a good while for your 
capital to fructify on the Great Western? — Yes. I 
have two cases here. In the case of the Maidenhead 
to Didcot Line we doubled the line and made it four 
lines instead of two in 1893, and we have had an 



increase in our train mileage over that section by 
5.6 per cent, since 1913. We have also doubled the 
line between Hemerdon and Rattery, and the increase 
since 1923 amounts to 19.9 per cent. 

6817. Is it still growing? — It is still growing. 

6818. Do you remember that Mr. Cope was asked 
by Sir Douglas Hogg: “How many years do you 
think it will be before this is remunerative? ” and 
Mr. Cope said: “ Under Great Western management 
a very few years.” Sir Douglas Hogg said: “It is 
the directors again,” and Mr. Cope answered: “ No, 
it is the officers this time.” Therefore, it would 
appear that in some eases at any rate your capital 
fructifies quickly owing to the policy of the Great 
W estern officers ? — I think this would show that the 
facts do not demonstrate Mr. Cope’s statement. The 
traffic has taken much longer to fructify. 

6819. Mr. Cope’s claim for the officials was not so 
well based as he thought? — I am afraid not. 

6820. You would say that all the capital expendi- 
ture that was incurred 15 years before 1913 could not 
possibly have fructified by 1913?— I do not think I 
said it could not possibly. 

6821. It did not? — I said in niv opinion it was not 
fully remunerative. 

6822. None of it? — None of it. 

6823. Do you not find sometimes capital expendi- 
ture does fructify fairly quickly? — We have not put 
any claim in with regard to locomotives and rolling 
stock and things like that, where the expenditure 
does fructify very quickly. 



Cross-examined by 

6824. 1 have only one question to ask you, and 
that is this : Have you any different scheme of pre- 
paring your figures under this section from the other 
companies? — I do not think so. 



Mr. Worrall. 

6825. I think you admitted just now that all your 
works are included? — All costing over £25,000. 

6826. You have not given way on any point? — 
No. 
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6827. You are simply standing firm by your ori- 
ginal claim P — Thai is so. 

6828. Mr. Jepson : Except that it has been reduced 
by one-third, and you have also agreed to share the 
£2,000,000? — I took the question to relate to the 
works for which I was making a claim. 

6829. Mr. Worra.ll : You have read the section 

possibly in another way to what the other companies 
have read it? — I think not 

6830. You are uniform with them in their method 
of treatment? — Yes. 

President : Have you anything to ask in re-exami- 
nation, Mr. Clauson? I think Mr. Jepson asked the 
question that you would have asked. 



Mr. -Jepson-. I only wanted to make quite sure. 
It seemed to be in Mr. Wiorrall’s mind that the claim 
was different. Of course, it has been subject to the 
same deductions as the claims agreed with the 
Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee. The total has 
been brought down by one-third, and the share in the 
£2,000,000 has been applied to (c). 

Mr. Clauson : I have only one other witness. 

President : My colleagues will expect a witness 

from the traders on this question. 

Mr. Merriman: Wle have Mr. Drage, who is pre- 
pared to give evidence about it as he did before. 



(The Witness withdrew.) 



( After a. short adjournment.) 

Sir Herbert Ashcombe Walker : Sworn. 
Examined by Mr. Bruce Thomas. 



6831. The Southern Company's claim under para- 
graph (c) of Section 58, sub-section (1), was originally 
put forward in R.T. oa at £292,847? — That is so, yes. 

6832. As shown in column 5 of folio 1 of the book I 
have referred to? — Yes. 

6833. That claim was put forward in accordance 
with the formula that we have heard so much about? 
— Yes. 

6834. Since the abandonment of that formula have 
you gone through the whole of the items which are set 
out in Schedule E of the Southern Company’s 
Schedule R.T. 5a ? — Yes. 

6835. Was your object in going through it to elimin- 
ate all items which you were not satisfied had not 
become fully remunerative at the beginning of 1913? 
— In which there was any element of doubt, yes. 

6836. What was the total expenditure on the whole 
of the items shown in your Schedule E? — £17,350,882. 

6837. As a result of your examination, to what 
extent have you made eliminations? — The claim now 
is based on capital expenditure of £12,770,943, so we 
have eliminated roughly £4,600,000. 

6838. Under the terms of the proposed settlement 
the Company’s original claim of £292,847 is reduced 
to what figure? — £189,607. 

6839. And what percentage does that figure bear to 
the total works which remain, in the Schedule? — About 
14 per cent. 

6840. Are you satisfied that there are in Schedule 
E works to the extent of £12,707,943 which enhance 
the value of the undertaking?- 1 - Yes. 

6841. And are you satisfied that those works were 
not fully remunerative at the beginning of 1913? — 
Yes. 

6842. Is there any individual work included in that 
list which cost less than £25,000? — No. 

6843. And is there any expenditure in it which is 
already included in the company’s claim under either 
paragraph (a) or paragraph (b) ? — No. 

6844. You are prepared to give the Court evidence 
of a number of typical items which are included in 
your claim in order to show that they were not fully 
remunerative at the beginning of 1913? — Yes; I am 
prepared to prove each case if necessary. 

6845. Just one general question. A very large pro- 
portion of the works, amounting in value to 

£12,000,000 that you have referred to, consist of 

widenings, do they not? — That is so. For some years 
past all three sections of what now constitute the 
Southern Railway have been built to carry out very 
expensive widenings, mostly within the London area. 
The widenings that we have included in our claim 
cost altogether £7,942,000. To show that those 
have enhanced the value of the 'property, and were 
not fully remunerative in 1913 it perhaps would only 
be necessary to say that the number of passengers 
carried on the Southern Railway in 1913 was 

240,000,000, including season ticket holders; in 1923 
it was 300,000,000 passengers ; so that our traffic had 



increased by 25 per cent, in those ten years, and the 
bulk of that traffic has been carried within the Lon- 
don area over these lines that have been the cause of 
the widening. 

6486. That is just taking a very broad view of the 
very substantial amount of your claim which is in 
respect of widenings? — That is so. 

6487. You are prepared to give evidence about indi- 
vidual items just as examples? — Yes. 

6848. AVould you take one, the Alton to Farnham 
widening, one which is outside the London area, and 
tell the Court what information you have in respect 
of that widening? — That widening was carried out in 
1901. In the year 1900 the booked passenger train 
mileage over that section was 46,000 miles; in 1913 it 
was 79,000 miles ; in 1925 it was 165,000 miles. That 
is indicative, I think, of the fact that the traffic over 
that line has increased and that it was not fully 
remunerative in 1913. 

6849. Between 1913 and 1925 the passenger train 
miles more than doubled? — That is so. 

6850. I think you can carry that just a little 
further by giving the Court the average earnings per 
mile of passenger trains in 1924? — Our average earn- 
ings per passenger train mile in 1924 were 8s. 2d., 
and on this basis the increase in the gross revenue 
earned on this widening for 1913 came to £35,000 
per annum. 

6851. If you take the working expenses at 80 per 
cent., what was the increase in net earnings, 1925 
over 1913? — £7,010 on an expenditure of £66,600. 

6852. Now will you take one in the London area, 
Waterloo to Clapbam Junction, which is a very large 
amount. I think the widening was brought into use 
between 1906 and 1909? — That is right. 

6853. And the total expenditure was what? — 
£2,285,000. In 1905, that is the year before we 
opened any part of it, our booked passenger train 
miles were 743,000 miles, in 1913 847,000 miles, and 
this year it will be 1,432,000 miles; so that it has 
very nearly doubled since 1905, and there is an in- 
crease over 1913 of 585,000 miles. If you take that 
on the same basis as we dealt with before, the in- 
crease in the gross 'revenue is £239,000 for the year, 
and of the net revenue £47,831 as compared with 
1913. 

6854. Will you take another substantial widening — 
one on the old Brighton line — South Croydon to 
Earlswood; that was brought into use in December 
1899?— Yes. 

6855. What was the cost? — £539,000. The booked 
passenger train miles in 1899 were 449,752, in 1913, 
948,000 miles, and in 1925, 1,164,000 mi’es. The in- 
crease in 1925 over 1913 is 216,000 miles, the increase 
in gross revenue is £88,500, and in net revenue 
£17,700 on the basis that we have applied to the other 
sections. 

6856. You can give similar information in con- 
nection with a very large number, but those are 
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fair examples, are they not? — Yes, those are very 
good examples. 

6857. Now I will ask yon to give an example of 
another class of work — additions and improvements 
to stations. Will you take the improvements at 
Salisbury Station that were effected between 1902 
and 1904 p — They were carried out at an expenditure 
of £192,774 and were rendered necessary by the fact 
of the additional traffic which had to pass through 
Salisbury, not only from the old South Western Rail- 
way, but in connection with the Great Western 
through traffic. The number of passengers booked at 
Salisbury in 1908 was 281,000, in 1913, 294,000, and 
last year 334,000. 

6858. You might give the passengers booked at 
Waterloo Station; that was enlarged in 1909, was it 
not? — The first section was brought into use about 
1909 and it was finished about 1915 or 1916. Part 
of the claim for that comes under 58 (1) (a) ; we have 
eliminated that. The portion brought into use before 
December, 1912, cost £615,000. The number of 
passengers booked at Waterloo in 1908 was 5,792,000, 
in 1913 5,170,000, and in 1924 8,062,000. You will 
see there is a decrease there between 1908 and 1913, 
because we had lost a certain number of short distance 
passengers to trams and motor omnibuses, but we 
have more than recovered that since 1913. 

6859. Can you tell the Court the number of trains 
booked into and out of Waterloo in 1909, 1913 and 
1924 P — In 1909 there were 681 trains booked in and 
out of Waterloo Station every day; in 1924 that 
number had risen to 1,124 trains per diem. 

6860. Now will you turn to dock extensions and 
additions and deal with the improvements made by 
the old South Western Company at Southampton from 
1903 to 1906, and I think in 1911 — 1911 was an 
addition, I) think ? — That is right. Southampton has 
been a place we have always been extending, and 
between 1903 and 1911 we spent £968,000. The net 
registered tonnage of vessels entering Southampton is 
as follows: in 1903 , 2,710,000; in 1911, 4,011,000; in 
1913, 4,421,000, and in 1923, 6,930,000.. The principal 
expenditure there was in connection with the big dock 
which was built to accommodate the largely increased 
size of vessels being then built by the big companies. 
The fact that it was only in 1919 that we accommo- 

Cross-examined 

6869. I am a season ticket holder on your railway ? 
— I am very pleased to hear it. 

6870. I am tempted to keep you a long time asking 
you about all sorts of grievances but I will not do it. 
You had put to you by Mr. Bruce Thomas a series of 
questions which are designed to show that since 1913 
and at the present time there has been a considerable 
increase of traffic in connection with certain improve- 
ments made. Would you tell me whether the develop- 
ment of the housing estates after the War will not 
automatically have improved your passenger figures? 
— Surely. 

6871. For example, taking the district that I am 
familiar with, the London County Council housing 
estate at Downham, another at Bellingham, and the 
Woolwich Borough Council estate, will all, in addition 
to benefiting other traffic concerns, have materially 
benefited the traffic figures of the Southern Railway ? — 
Yes; we hope they will still further benefit them. 

6872. And, of course, as other things of that kind 
happen they will have the effect of improving vour 
carrying figures? — We hope so. 

-6873. Similarly the Exhibition at Wembley, 
although that is not on your line, will have similar 
results for the railways catering for Wembley. With 
regard to docks, the kinds of ships and the names of 
the ships who use docks, vary from time to time; is 
not that so ? — Yes. 

6874. You may have a good ship using Southampton 
now and in a few months that ship may decide to go to 
Liverpool? — That does not apply to our general 
business at Southampton ; it is a regular service. The 



dated the Cunard Line there, and in 1923 the 
American Lines with their big vessels, shows that in 
1913 it obviously had not become fully remunerative. 
The net receipts which were kept separate were in 
1903, £64,000; in 1913, £120,000, and in 1924 
£230,000. 

6861. Showing a. very substantial fructification 
between 1913 and to-day? — Very nearly double. 

6862. Now will you turn to new lines and extensions ? 
I think in 1900 and 1901 you made a new line in the 
Chipstead Valley and an extension at Epsom Downs? 
— That is so, at a cost of £277,000. The number of 
passengers booked at the stations on the Chipstead 
Valley and the Epsom Downs extension in 1904 was 

60.000, in 1913, 185,000, and in 1924, 217,000. The 
season ticket journeys in 1913 were 254,000, and in 
1924, 364,000. 

6863. Then, I think, you have another example that 
seems to me to be somewhat striking, the Crowhurst 
and Bexhill line, which was opened in 1902? — Yes. 
That was built at a cost of £467,000. The number of 
passengers 'booked in 1903 — that was the year after we 
opened — was 78,000; in 1913, 106,000, and in 1924, 

136.000. The season ticket journeys in 1913 were 8 000, 
and in 1924, 53,000. 

6864. Will you refer to the electrification, London 
Bridge an-d Victoria, carried out between December 
1909 and 1912? — That was the original Brighton 
electrification. ; it cost £522,000, and between 1913 and 
1924 the number of passengers carried increased from 
23,474,000 to 28,375,000. 

6865. You have made a calculation, have you not, 
of the increased! net receipts between 1913 and 1924, 
and in some eases I think 1925, on a number of works, 
the capital expenditure upon which amounted to just 
under £7,000,000?— £0,801,000. 

6866. Will you tell the Court upon that estimate 
what the increase was in net receipts between those 
periods? — As far as we can calculate it, the net re- 
ceipts in the ten years on that capital of £6,800,000 
was £256, -659. 

6867. The allowance which you are asking the 
Court to approvers £189,607? — That is right. 

6868. Not upon the £7,000,000 worth of works in 
respect of which the net receipts have increased by 
£250,000 hut upon £12,000,000 worth of works?— 
That is so. 

Mr. Morrison. 

ships come in regularly all the year round, and every 
year. 

6875. But when you are enlarging a -dock with a 
view to catering for other ships it surely is a con- 
sideration as to whether certain ships use the docks, 
or whether they do not, and the traffic changes in 
that respect, sui-ely? — When we enlarge a -dock it is 
a consideration as to whether w-e are going to get 
more traffic or not, obviously. 

6876. But you cannot be, sure that you are ; you 
may think it is probable, but you cannot be sure ? — 
Unless we were pretty sure we should not incur the 
expenditure. 

6877. In the case of the Cunard Line that you 
mentioned, were you quite sure that you were going 
to get that traffic? — No. 

6878. You were not? — Not quite sure. We 
anticipated that we should, hut we were not quite 
sure. There are very few tilings in this world that 
you can be quite sure of. 

6879. Certainly; in connection with the Southern 
Railway I quite agree. The same point would apply in 
connection with the American ships : you did not know 
when you made the extension that they would come 
to you ? — No, but we knew -if we did not get them we 
should get something else. 

■6880. Therefore in 1913 you really did not know 
whether your capital was fully remunerative or not? 
— Oh yes we did. We knewi that our capacity was 
not fully occupied. 

6881. If you widen your line the results of the 
widen i n gs, and the fructification of the capital in- 
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vested in the widenings, will vary according to the 
nature of the widening and the traffic which it was 
already carrying, will they not? — Yes. 

GSS2. If you make a widening of a rural line and 
compare it with a widening at London Bridge 
Station — which I could do with very often — the 
capita] invested in that widening at London Bridge 
Station would fructify much sooner than the capital 
invested in a rural line carrying a light traffic? — I 
cannot possibly answer that. 

6883. But that might be so? — Yes. 

6884. It is perfectly clear that fructification does 
not all take place at the same rate? — Surely. 

6885. They all vary. You have considerable 
troubles at London Bridge in handling the traffic 
which you would like to handle and you do handle ?- — 
I am not aware of it. 

6886. But you do get congestion there sometimes; 
you could get more trains over London Bridge if you 
had more rails, could you not? — Oh, surely. 

6887. And it would be of advantage to you? — 
Certainly. 

6888. And similarly at Charing Cross and Cannon 
Street? — We might. 

68S9. Pretty soon after you had made those widen- 
ings at those three important points, London Bridge, 
Charing Cross and Cannon Street, the capital' would 
fructify and be fully in use? — I cannot say so; I can- 
not say how long it would take. 

6S90. Do you think it would take exactly 15 years, 
no more and no less? — It might take 20, 30 or 40 
years. 

6891. Or it might take five? — It might. 

6892. Or it might take one? — It might. 

6893. When you make an extension of a line, or 
when you make a new station, or when you did before 
the amalgamation, some of these extensions and some 
of those new stations were actually competitive with 
the stations or lines of other railways now in the 
amalgamation ? — Yes. 

Cross-examined 

6905. I should just like to ask whether you have 
followed the attitude taken by the other witnesses in 
respect of this question of enhancement? — Un- 
fortunately I was not here this morning. 

6906. There seems to have been a variation of pro- 
cedure. Have you adopted a uniform procedure with 
the other Companies? — I have not consulted the other 
Companies. 

■6907. You have adopted your own course? — Yes. 

6908. And that course has led you possibly to be 
generous to the passenger paying public; you have 
waived cases where you might have possibly scheduled 
certain works under this Section (c)? — I think that 
is very likely. 

6909. There has not been a great deal of exten ion 
other than the widenings and the docks, possibly?— 
Well, as I said, the widenings cost about £8,000,000, 
and the total amount upon which we are claiming is 
£12,600,000. 

6910. Is there any in rolling stock of any extent? — 
There is no item for rolling stock at all . 

6911. Therefore it resolves itself into docks and 
widenings? — And station improvements — station en- 
largements. 

6912. On what principle do you base your doctrine 
of enhancement? I may just mention that the 
Tribunal in their decision have not given any sort of 
definition, or any lead to us as to what is enhance- 
ment. I need not read the decision but it is well in 
the minds of everybody here. How would you inter- 
pret this matter of enhancement in distinguishing 
between works of one sort and another and the en- 
hanced value? — Well, roughly speaking, what will 
enhance the value is what a likely tenant would give 
you for the property as enhanced. 

6913. But has not your company taken this 
attitude, that pretty well everything that the 

( The Witnes 



6894. In claiming the capital expenditure in 
respect of those extensions have you made an allow- 
ance for the depreciation of the capital invested in 
the other lines with which the new line was com- 
petitive ? — Where we are satisfied that there has been 
a depreciation. 

6895. Can you give us a case where you have done 
that? — Yes, Bexhill. 

6896. At any other? — -At Bexhill the South 
Eastern, I think, opened in 1901. I have turned up 
the figures to see to what extent that affected the 
Brighton line at Bexhill and I find that last year, 
after bringing the fares down to the 1913 level, the 
traffic was the same as it was in 1913. 

6897. Diid you make any allowance in respect of 
South Croydon to Earlswood at that time? — No. 

6898. Was not that somewhat competitive with 
another line? — It is the same line. The South 
Eastern have running powers over the same line. 

6899. It is a widening? — Yes. 

6900. Then there was the case of the Epsom exten- 
sion, was there not — Epsom to Chipstead? Is + hat 
one where you made any allowance, or was it not 
related to any other railway? — The one station at 
Epsom Downs was competitive with the old Brighton 
station. 

6901. Has any allowance been made? — No, but I 
can tell you that the traffic at both stations has 
increased enormously. 

6902. From the Schedule E which was submitted 
there have now been taken certain items, have there 
not; you have gone through them again? — They have 
been eliminated for this purpose. 

6903. And any under Schedule D? — I think T can 
only deal with C. 

6904. Would you be good enough to hand in to the 
Court a list of the items which have been taken out? 
— Yes; I can have a list prepared and handed in. 

iy Mr. Worrarl. 

Directors decide to do in the way of new works en- 
hances the value? — Generally speaking, yes; otherwise 
they would not authorise it. 

6914. That was the original attitude? — Yes. 

6915. But you have now abated some of your 
strength of position in that respect and said : “ Well, 
we will adopt a lower attitude and give you a number 
of works ”?■ — I have not done anything of the sort. 

6916. What actuated you in taking the step you 
have? — It was not a question of enhancement at all; 
it was a question of being able to* prove definitely 
whether those works had been adequately remunerated 
at the end of 1913. 

6917. For what reason did you throw out those that 
you exoepted? — I would have to go into each case 
with you. 

6918. You are going to give us a list of oases, I 
think; in reply to Mr. Morrison you said you would 
give us a list of cases that you have eliminated? — 
Yes. 

.6919. And there will be reasons given for elimina- 
tion in each case? — No*; I have not made any such 
promise. 

6920. Would you give reasons for elimination in 
notes attached to* each? — No. 

6921. You simply treat the whole thing on a broad 
basis — a practical bargain? — Yes. 

6922. And you consider that you have given a good 
deal in the way of a bargain? — I do. I consider the 
agreement arrived at was a very fair deal. 

6923. You have really done all that you possibly 
could in connection with the Southern Railway and 
excluded everything that did not come within what 
you conceived to be the definition? — That is so. 

6924. What was your definition? — I have not got 
one. 

withdrew.) 
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Mr. Glauson: Three lists have been promised; Mr 
Pike promised a list, Sir Ralph promised a fist and 
Sir Herbert has promised a fist. We are trying to 
get them out as quickly as ever we can and we hope 
we shall have them ready in the course of the' after- 
noon, so if I may be treated as putting them in, 
although for the moment they do not exactly exist, 
we will append them to the proceedings, and the 
whole thing will be complete. 



President: Thank you. 

Mr. Clauson : I understand they will be almost cer- 
tainly ready in time to be appended to the shorthand 
notes. 

Mr. Bruce Thomas : There is one question 1 should 
like to put to Sir Ralph Wedgwood with reference to 
the land at Maryle'bone, the £525,000 which is on 
folio 25 of R.T.2a. 



Sir Ralph Lewis Wedgwood, recalled. 
Further examined by Mr. Bruce Thomas. 



6925. You left us, I think, under the impression 
that the £525,000 was the total cost of the land? — 
Yes, that is so. 

6926. Is that accurate? — No. Actually that 

£525,000 has been arrived at after deducting the 

( The Writness 



capitalised value of the rents we are receiving for 
those lands. 

6927. Mr. Locket : I think that was given in evi- 
dence before? — I think it was. 

Mr. Locket : That question was in my mind and 
that is why I did not ask it. 

i withdrew.) 



Mr. Clauson : That is the case for the raifivay com- Mr. Merriman : I do not propose to offer any fur- 
panies on this point; and now I think my friend is ther remarks, but we will put Mr. Drage in the box, 
going to call Mr. Drage. and if anything turns on the cross-examination no 

doubt you will allow me to comment upon it. 

Mr. Robert Lovell Drage, recalled. 

Further examined by Mr. F. G. Thomas. 



6928. May we pass at once to the particular 
matters with which you desire to deal to-day with 
reference to the negotiations between your Commit- 
tee and tlie representatives of the railway companies 
which resulted in the settlement subject to the ap- 
proval of the Tribunal which is now before the 
Court? — Yes. 

6929. Did you attend the meetings of the Com- 
mittee which discussed those . matters ? — I did, with 
the exception of one occasion, when I was unfor- 
tunately suffering from influenza. 

6930. Those discussions, as we have been told 
already, followed the sitting of the Tribunal on the 
24th March? — That is so. 

6931. The position in which matters were left at 
that date was that in regard to the railway com- 
panies’ claims under ( h ), which was the matter which 
had then been discussed, the traders had given an 
undertaking to the railway companies and to the 
Court to furnish a list of the items included in the 
(6) claim which they desired to challenge upon the 
various grounds? — Yes, we did give that undertaking. 

6932. Then you met the representative's of the 
railway companies, and a general discussion, I think, 
took place as to the possibility of arriving at some 
settlement? — Yes. The practical difficulty, of course, 
was the test of enhancement which had to be applied 
to the claims. The nature of that difficulty, of course, 
was this : we had endeavoured since, I think, last 
year to obtain in advance as it were a definition of 
the enhancement of the value of the undertaking. 
The reason we pursued that course was that a de- 
tailed examination of all the items in the claim 
without knowing what enhancement was would have 
been a very costly and unsatisfactory form of pro- 
cedure. It was quite clear at the hearing on Maxell 
24th that we could not get a general definition of 
what “enhancement” actually meant in this con- 
nection, and we were therefore faced with an 
enquiry and an examination of very considerable 
length — as I think has been explained by other wit- 
nesses — if the matter were to be dealt with in that 
meticulous way. 

6933. That was a common element to both the 
claims under (5) and (c), although the onus was 
divided largely ? — Yes. 

6934. And it was, of course, a colossal undertaking 
if each item had to be separately dealt with and sub- 
jected to strict inquiry with regard to each particular 
item? — Yes, and, of course, if I may say so, it is the 



very fact that it is the common element in (5) and 
(c), although the onus is in opposite directions, that 
lendered the idea of a settlement rather an obvious 
one, if I may say so. 

6935. At any rate, it was clear, was it not, that so 
far as reasonable spirit and goodwill could accomplish 
it, it ought to be attempted? — That was our view. 

6936. In that position of affairs the first matter, of 
course, was the question of the claim under ( b ) ? — Yes. 

6937. Your Committee had, with, the assistance of 
their advisers, gone through the companies’ claims 
and had found in those claims a figure of approxi- 
mately £2,000,000, which, if a meticulous examination 
became necessary, you ivere prepared to challenge? — 
That is so, and I should like to draw a distinction as 
to the examination which we performed. We con- 
sidered (and we took several days over it, if not 
longer) very carefully all the items in ( b ) ; we divided 
them, as a matter of fact, into four categories ; two of 
those, of course, which are relevant for this purpose 
were items which were either non-revenue producing 
in nature, or non-revenue producing in relation to the 
amalgamated company. The total of those items 
amounted in very round figures indeed to £2,000,006. 
Therefore, when it became a question of estimating 
what would be a reasonable general deduction from 
the (6) claim ill respect of non-enhancement, 
£2,000,000 was our claim, on the general conditions, 
and it was arrived at in that way. 

6938. m r. Jepson: On ( h ) alone? — On (5) alone, 
and, of course, I ivould like to make the distinction 
that I hope to maintain right through, that although 
a difficult enquiry, it is a very different thing from 
tlie meticulous examination of the accounts which 
would have been necessary if we had had to come 
before this Tribunal and prove by legal process non- 
enhancement of every one of those items. 

6939. Mr. F. G. Thomas : That being your view on 
behalf of the traders as to that being the extent to 
which the ( b ) claim (if your view should prevail) 
ought to be reduced, what was the attitude of the 
railway companies? — I ought to explain that by tire 
time we had got to that point it was plain to both 
sides that if there were to be a settlement in regard 
to the enhancement on (6), there must obviously also 
be a settlement in regard to enhancement on (c). You 
obviously could not do one without the other. I would 
just like to make that quite clear. Therefore, seeing 
that there was a prospect of coming to a similar 
settlement on (c), the companies, I am bound to say, 

(J 2 
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met our claim, as we considered very fairly and 
reasonably, and I think they would agree that what- 
ever deduction was ultimately made from the ( b ) and 
(c) claims, in respect of the ( b ) claim there was to he 
a deduction of £2,000,000. Whether or not that sum 
was actually taken from the (6) claim, or partly from 
the ( b ) claim, and partly from the (c) claim, our 
£2,000,000 from cur point of view has certainly all the 
way through been in respect of the ( b ) claim. 

6640. What you mean, as I understand it, is this : 
what you were asking for was a deduction in the 
(b) claim, but you were conscious of the fact that all 
these claims, whether under ( b ) or (c), were simply 
elements in making up a sum represented by 
standard revenue, and therefore it did not matter 
to the trader under which particular head he got 
his relief so long as he got it? — That is so; for all 
practical purposes the effect was the same. 

6941. What I think you are anxious about, and I 
do not think there is any controversy between us at 
all upon this, was that, so far as you were concerned, 
you were to be in no way prejudiced by the election 
of the railway company as to dividing the deduction 
between (6) and (c) ?— No. I think it is fair to say 
that the companies said with regard to that deduction 
that rhe allocation of the deduction was a matter 
which required very careful consideration, and they 
stipulated that the manner of the deduction, as it 
made practically no difference to us, should be left 
to them, and we agreed. 

6942. Therefore both the railway companies and 
the traders are left in this position, that in any 
future inquiry upon other claims, the fact that a 
particular class of expenditure has been included in 
one category or the other will not be taken advantage 
of by either side; that is so, is it not? — That is so." 

6943. Under these circumstances, and having 
arrived at that point, I think the railway companies 
intimated to you that a large proportion of the 
£2, C00, 000 in their election would be deducted from 
the (c) claim?— Yes. If I might just qualify it, 1 
think that is, broadly speaking, true. They did at 
the same time, I ought to say, suggest to us the 
manner in which the deduction from (b) should be 
made, and we discussed that at some length. 

6944. But from your point of view the £2,000,000 
really had relation to your criticisms of the (6) claim ? 
— Yes. 

6945. And you considered with regard to the (c) 
claim, when you came to consider (c), other considera- 
tions arose? — Yes. 

0946. When you came to consider (c), you were in 
this position, were you not : the formula had gone, 
and rightly gone, as you have contended, but that 
the claim still stood. The railway companies’ claim 
of approximately 11 million pounds was still the claim 
which stood under (c), although the particular method 
of arriving at the figure had been disallowed; and 
that was the position? — Yes. 

6947. And while the claim stood, was it present 
to your mind that certain limitations which were 
involved in the formula had disappeared at the same 
time? — It was very much so. 

6948. There was the limit of 15 years, for instance, 
which was part of the formula; that was no longer 
binding upon the companies? — Yes. Of course, as a 
result of that the formula having gone, they were 
perfectly entitled to bring into their claim expenditure • 
further back than the 15 years. 

6949. And, of course, there was also the limitation 

of the formula of full fructification to 5 per cent. ? 

Yes, that is so. 

6950. Then you started negotiating as regards what 
would be a fair figure in all the circumstances of the 
case to arrive at as the allowance to the company 
under (c)? — Yes. 

6951. Was that what you had in mind? Yes 

6952. Was the result of those discussions the pro- 
posal which is embodied in the settlement between 

you that the claim should be reduced by one-third? 

Yes. 



6953. And, of course, there would be the further 
reduction in the claim, in the form in which it is 
placed before the Tribunal, by the Railway Companies 
which was consequent upon a part of the deduction, 
which you regarded as from (b), being made a deduc- 
tion from (c) ? — Yes, that is so. 

6954. In arriving- at what was the fair figure to 
agree to as the allowance under (c), had you present 
to your mind not only the considerations of intro- 
duction of further claims by the railway companies, 
but had you considered the various items of this 
claim, having regard to the various tests which the 
statute applied to the expenditure? — Yes, we had. 
The tests which the claim has to stand under (c), as 
I understand it, are first of ali that the amount of 
capital expenditure are to be not less than £25,000. 
The expenditures in regard to these works in the (e) 
claim have, of course, been before us and all the 
parties for rather more than 12 months now, and 
subject to the point which was made- — not I think 
by us — in regard to what is a work, 1 think uiiose 
expenditures as shown in the schedule of the .-laim 
are really the answer to that test. As regards the 
particular point I have mentioned as to what is a 
work, at any rate for the purposes of the settlement 
I should have said that there was not sufficient in 
it in my own opinion — possibly wrongly — to make that 
a bar to that application of the test. The second 
test is that the expenditure in the (c) claim must 
already be included in the claim under Section 58 
(1) (u). As regards that, I would only say this, that 
■prima facie,, of course, it appeared to us that it was 
unlikely that there would be overlapping of that par- 
ticular kind. The basis of the expenditure in para- 
graph (a) relates to expenditure incurred after the 
1st January, 1913, whereas, of course, the expendi- 
ture in regard to paragraph (c) has to be prior to 
the 1st January, 1913. 

6955. It is extremely difficult for any overlapping 
to occur under those circumstances? — Not only so, 
but as the dates of the expenditure are shown in 
every case in the schedule to the (c) claim which has 
been before all the parties for 12 months, I do not 
really think there is very much in that. 

6956. At any rate, you are satisfied that there is 
no element of doubt of that kind?— Quite satisfied. 

, 6957. Then as regards the other points, the ques- 
tion of enhancement and the degree of fructification, 
upon that you would like to sa,y something ?— As 
regards the test of enhancement, of course my answer 
to .hat would be the settlement. AVe have effected 
a very substantial deduction in the (c) claim — at any 
rate, we regard it as a satisfactory deduction — and 
that is the way that the test of enhancement lias 
been dealt with. Our argument would be that the 
claim has been reduced by one-third very largely on 
the ground that the items had not enhanced. We 
come, of course, there upon the old question : is that 
so of any particular item? Our reply, I think, 
would be the same about that as it was on a pre- 
vious occasion, that the settlement is, of course, a 
general settlement of the claim. I am sure the Com- 
panies would not admit in regard to any' particular 
item in the (c) claim that we had proved that they 
were wrong, and that we had proved that it had not 
enhanced, and we on our side should not admit that 
a particular item in the (c) claim had enhanced. The 
settlement is a general one in respect of enhance- 
ment generally on the claim. But I would like to 
point out this, which I think is rather important in 
that connection, especially perhaps when you are a 
party interested in Section 58, subsection (3) : the 
whole of the capital expenditures which are the basis 
of the (c) claim are before the Court and all the 
parties, in the schedule as originally lodged If | 
were a party interested in a particular item 'in the 
(c) claim and some years hence 1 wanted to come and 
argue that an allowance in respect of that item had 
been wrongly made, I do not think I should have much 

Y -n m d ? lng lt; 1 am quite lla PPy about that. 

6J58 But the figure, which you eventually a°reed 
with the railway companies as a- reasonable allow- 
ance for expenditure which came into the category 
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(c), was the figure which is before the Tribunal, which 
represents a deduction of one-third from the figure 
as originally proposed? — Yes, that is so. 

6959. And that is an expenditure which is 
restricted to the expenditure which the railway com- 
panies originally put in under the formula? — Yes, 
and it is restricted a little further* than that, because 
as the formula has now gone, the companies very 
properly deducted also (and this deduction has nothing 
to do with the other deduction) as they have ex- 
plained, the elements in the original basis which 
either had fructified or in regard to which it was 
very difficult to prove the reverse. 

6000. There is one question which perhaps I ought 
to have put to you, more strictly under (b). YVas 
the question of steamboat expenditure one of the 
many matters which were discussed when you were 
dealing with the various items in the account? — Yes, 
in this sense, if I may say so, and as a historical 
matter, in the way in which the settlement was 
arrived at, I am very anxious that it should be 
made as clear as it can be : after the deduction of 
£2,000,000 in respect of (b) had been provisionally 
agreed, the question of course arose as to how it was 
to be deducted. The companies, after consideration, 
suggested certain deductions as forming part of that 
£2,000,000 for our consideration. I do not think 
there is the least harm in saying that some of those 
items were steamboat items ; other items were as a 
matter of fact items which have been mentioned in 
the Minister of Transport’s Report. We felt that we 
could not accept those as proper deductions in respect 
of the settlement for the reason that they all of them 
raised in one degree or another the question of 
whether such items were from a strict accountancy 
point of view properly included in the (b) account. 
We pointed out, of course, that that had nothing to 
do really with the main purpose of our settlement, 
It was, therefore, left that as regards the validity 
from the accounting point of view of such items we 
would be quite content to take the Report of the 
Minister of Transport. 



6961. Should I be right in thinking that while all 
these matters were matters of discussion as justify- 
ing your claim to substantial capital reduction upon 
which eventually you arrived at the figure of 
£2,000,000, when it came to the actual apportion- 
ment, the traders took no responsibility with regard 
to that at all, but it was left to the railway com- 
panies as to what particular items should be dealt 
with ? — We took no responsibility, but we made it 
perfectly clear that we would agree to no deduction 
in respect of £2,000,000 on (b) which ought to be 
deducted, because it was improperly included in tho 
account, and that is how the steamboat comes in, if 
I may say so. 

6962. I follow. Having got to the final figures, and 

you know that these matters were gone into with 
very great care, are you able to assure the Tribunal 
that from the point of view of the traders, repre- 
sented by your Committee, in your judgment this 
figure is a fair figure after reflecting all the circum- 
stances which affect the eventual decision as to what 
the allowance should be ? — Yes, certainly, if I may 
make this modification in detail in your question : 
I am not only speaking here on behalf of traders, 
but I should like to make perfectly clear what has not 
been made clear before : I know that the term 

“ Traders Co-ordinating Committee ” is a terrible 
mouthful and it is inevitable that people talk about 
it .as “ Traders,” but I think it is not irrelevant to 
make quite clear that for the whole of the purposes 
of this standard revenue the interests of all users are 
the same. Not only is that so academically, but in 
point of fact the National Association of Railway 
Travellers have been working in close co-operation 
with our representatives of the special sub-committee 
of my Committee, which is dealing with these ques- 
tions, and they are in whole-hearted support of us 
all the way through; therefore I think I may claim 
to stand here as the secretary of the committee which 
represents the users. 

Mt. Clauson : I have nothing to ask you. 



Cross-examined by Mr. Stafford Cripps. 



6963. 1 just want to get quite clear about these 
steamboats. I did not quite understand what you 
told the Tribunal. When you fixed in your mind or 
on paper some period — I will ask you the date in a 
minute— for the £2,000,000, did you include in that 
£2,000,000 any item with regard to the steamboats? 
Before you came to the railway companies, I under- 
stand you had got out a sort of schedule of Classes 
3 and 4, which you said ought not to be in (b) ? — Yes. 

6964. Was there any item in those Classes 3 and 4 
which represented any portion of this 2-i million 
pounds referred to in the Colwyn Report? — I am 
sorry I cannot give you a clear-cut answer to that, 
but perhaps this will suffice: I cannot recollect at 
the moment whether any of the items we had speci- 
fied related to steamboats or not, but I am per- 
fectly clear, as such a question of steamboats did not 
come into it at all, our £2,000,000 was dealing 
mainly with enhancement. I would not like to say 
that there was not a single item in those categories 
which related to a steamboat there. 

6965. Perhaps one can clear it up in this way : of 
course, these items we are talking about now of 
deduction for steamboats were not in (b) ; they were 
deductions from (b), from excess credit items? — 
Quite. 

6966. And therefore if you were merely analysing 
the schedule under (b), you would not come across 
them? — That probably is so. 

6967. So it is quite clear that this £2,000,000 
which you put forward as a figure which ought to 
be deducted from the schedule under Section 58 (1) 
(b) did not include any items in respect of this 2i 
million pounds mentioned in the Colwyn Report?— 

I should think that is a reasonable assumption^ 



6968. What was the date when you came to the 
provisional arrangement with the railway companies 
that this £2,000,000 should be deducted?— I think 
the answer to your question really would be the 
date of our first meeting with the companies, which 
was on the 31st March. At that very small informal 
meeting there were very few people present, and 
we arrived at the £2,000,000, subject, of course, to 
all sorts of things; it had to be confirmed by all 
manner of people. 

6969. That was when the figure was first ascer- 
tained at £2,000,000?— I think that is so. 

6970. That is what I am anxious to know. So that 
at that time you had no knowledge at all that the 
companies thought it proper and right to deduct a 
sum of at least £540,000 from the schedule under (b) 
in respect of steamboats? — No, that is quite true. 

6971. And in fact it was not until you came to 
discuss how this agreed figure of £2,000,000 was to 
be apportioned that this figure for steamboats was 
raised at all? — That is so. 

6972. And then it was when you came to appor- 
tion the agreed figure that the railway companies 
suggested to you that a large part of it should be 
allocated to this credit for steamboats? — That was 
the occasion. 

6973. That was the letter of the 9th April, which 

we have already seen? — That is so. As has been said 
before, that is a letter without prejudice, and there- 
fore I cannot very well 

6974. But we have had so many things that 
obviously were without prejudice that I do not 
think an extra one will matter. Supposing prior 
to the 31st March the railway companies had come 
to you and said : “ We have discovered that at least 
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£1,000,000 must be deducted from the schedule under 
58 (1) (6) for steamboats apart from any of these 
items in respect of which you require reduction,” 
would you still have been satisfied with the 
£2,000,000? — May I say I should have been 
astonished if the companies had ever done any such 
thing; they have not ever done that. 

6975. Never mind whether you would have been 
astonished ; will you just answer the question. Sup- 
posing they had come to you before the meeting on 
March 31st and said to you : “ It is necessary for 
us to deduct £1,000,000 in any event from the 
schedule under 58 (1) (6) irrespective of anything 
you may find,” would you then have been satisfied 
in limiting your deductions to a further £1,000,000? 

— If they had told us: “We find that our accounts 
are inaccurate to the extent of £1,000,000; will you 
agree to this forming part of your £2,000,000,” we 
should have dissented most emphatically. 

Mr. Stafford, Cripps : That is exactly what I 

thought; I am much obliged. 

President : Do you wish to ask anything, Mr. 
Morrison ? 

Mr. Morrison : No. 

President: Mr. Worrall? 

Mr. Worrall : No. 

6976. Mr. Locket : 1 gather that the Committee 
that was negotiating this settlement with the Rail- 
way Companies urns a small one ; I do not -want to 
know what it consisted of, but it was a small Com- 
mittee? — I think they were four in number. 

6977. -And I suppose then when you had practically 
agreed the terms, or possibly from time to time while 
they were under discussion, you referred to your 
principal Committee? — Well, we did more than that; 
we referred it twice. We referred it back first of all 
to an Executive Committee, and after they had con- 

Re-examined by 

6984. Before the final settlement was come to 
between your Committee on the one side and the 
railway companies on the other side, did you, or did 
you not, press the railway companies to allow, in 
addition to the £2,000,000, a further, sum in respect 
of steamboats? — I would like to give you as full a reply 
as I can about that, because I would like to make it 
perfectly clear. What happened was that when we 
were considering how the deduction of the £2,000,000 
was to be made, the companies proposed certain items 
which should be deducted in respect of the £2,000,000. 
One of those items was a large item in regard to 
steamboats. We dissented very strongly from the 
view that they should form part of the £2,000,000, 
and the discussion came down to this : Our conten- 
tion was, “ If you show us an item which you tell us 
ought not properly to be included in the (b) claim, 
that may or may not have to come out; but it has 
nothing to do with the £2,000,000 ”. We made that 
perfectly plain. If I might, I will further elucidate 
the matter in this way, to show you that the situation 
is perfectly consistent and sound from the point of 

Further cross-examined b 

6986. I want to ask you another question on that, 
which was really a fresh re-examination-in-chief. I 
want to get quite clear what is the item you are 
talking about in respect of steamboats? — What we 
have been referring to as the steamboat item is the 
item which appears in the Statement put in by the 
railway companies yesterday. 

6987. Roughly £541,000? — Yes. 

6988. I only wanted to know whether, when what 
you have just told us happened between you and the 
railway companies, it was at that time definitely this 
item of £541,000 which was under discussion? — No. 

6989. Was it any ascertained sum at all? — Cer- 
tainly. 

6990. iWhat was it in respect of? — In respect of 
steamboats. 



Lovell Drage. [ Continued . 



sidered what was reported to them they took their 
decision and they made their recommendation with a 
few exceptions to our main-Committee, which consists 
of about 70 organisations and a very large number of 
persons. 

■6978. And the proceedings of the Sub-Committee, 
were endorsed by the various members of the larger 
Committee ? — -Entirely. 

6979. Was that referred to the constituent bodies? 
There are certain bodies which make up the Co- 
ordinating Committee; was it referred to them at all? 
— I really ought to explain to you how these things 
are done. You realise, I know, that when you have 
as large a Committee as one consisting of some 70, 
not persons, but organisations, many of those 
organisations do not meet as often as once a month ; 
they sometimes meet once a quarter. Therefore, if 
every decision that had to be taken by the main Com- 
mittee had to be referred back to the constituent 
organisations in the terms of your question one could 
not get on at all, and that is not the practice. 

6980. I am not quite sure whether I made myself 
quite clear. Was this settlement of the railway com- 
panies referred to the different individual constituent 
associations for their approval after it was entered 
into? — It was expounded to them. 

'6981. It has received the assent and approval of 
the various constituent bodies? — Yes. It was ex- 
pounded to a full meeting of the Committee; it was 
on the agenda and was carried. Not only so, but a 
very full report of it was inserted in the Minutes in 
accordance with my invariable practice, and those 
Minutes were confirmed at a subsequent meeting ; no 
question was raised about them. 

6982. And has it received the general approval of 
the trading community of the country? — I should say 
most certainly. 

6983. It has?— Yes. 

Mr. Claltson. 

view. You will notice that the element of steamboats 
which has now been put before this Court as part of 
the £2,000,000, has nothing whatever to do with the 
item in regard to steamboats which is included in the 
Minister of Transport’s report as an item inaccurately 
claimed in the (b) claim. That is the distinction. 

6985. Accordingly it is clear, is it not, that the 
railway companies throughout refused to allow not 
only the deduction of the £2,000,000 but, in addition, 
something for steamboats. Their notes always say : 
“ £2,000,000 is to be the deduction and we are not 
going to allow a reduction for Steamboats 'n addition 
to the £2,000,000 ”? — Yes. I think I might take it 
a tiny bit higher, as regards this vexed steamboat 
item. They said: “ No; according to the principles 
of accountancy that is a perfectly proper -ntry 
to be in the claim, and it has not been com- 
mented upon adversely in the Minister of Trans- 
port’s Report.” I am not an accountant my- 
self, but I understand it may be a nice question of 
accountancy, yet I should be the last person to say 
that I thought that 'item ought to have come out on 
the grounds of accountancy. 

y Mr. Stafford Cripps. 

6991. What sort of steamboats — what entries? — I 
think I cannot do better than quote you from the 
now famous letter. The way in which it is referred 
to there is, as the following credits in relation to 
steamboats lost during the war. 

6992. Lost and replaced, or lost and not replaced ? 
— It says here “ Lost during the war ”; but no doubt 
the explanation given yesterday probably applies to 
that; though I cannot say that myself. 

6993. You did not know at that time, when that 
was communicated to you, whether the figure being 
dealt with there might properly be 2i million pounds, 
or £100,000? — So far as this letter goes; I can only 
tell you what is in the letter. 

6994. You did not know at that time whether the 
figure might properly be 2J million pounds, or 
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£100,000? — >We could not possibly know it until we 
had discussed it with the companies afterwards. 

6995. And it was not until after that date that you 
discussed this figure at all? — I think that is quite 
true. I have said that before. 

6996. When was it they first gave you particulars 
of it? — The item was discussed at a meeting with 
them on the 21st April. 

6997. When did they first give you particulars of 
it? — The question was discussed and they explained 
the grounds on which they proposed that as a deduc- 
tion at that meeting. We did not have the parti- 
culars in writing. 

6998. I will try once again. When did they first 
give you particulars of it? — I am afraid you are 
using the term “particulars” in the legal sense, 
and it does not apply to this at all. 

6999. No, I am not so using it. I am using it in 
the ordinary sense by which you have a large sum of 
money and by using it you divide it under different 
heads and show how it is made up, and so on. Have 
you ever had such particulars? — I am just seeing 
what was given at the meeting. I do not want to 
answer you in an inaccurate way. I want to look to 
see how the question was dealt with. I have quite 
a clear note about it here; it is my own private note 
of the meeting; it was an informal discussion, and I 
do not know whether there would be an objection to 
my reading it. May I tell you what I have got here? 

7000. First of all, have you any written documents 
given to you by the railway companies in any way 
particularising the sum which is to be applied in 
connection with steamer's 9 — No. 

7001. Did they give you any such particulars at any 
meeting ? — Those figures in respect of steamboats were 
discussed at the meeting of the 21st April. 

7002. What were the particulars they gave you on 
the 21st April, at the meeting? — I think I can read it 
to you from this note which, as I have said, is not an 
agreed note and therefore I do not know whether the 
companies will agree with it: — “London Midland and 
Scottish. £287,045. Mr. Quirey explained that this 
included a figure in respect of two steamers of the 
Glasgow and South Western Railway which were lost 
under Government control and not replaced, amount- 
ing to some £38,000. The balance of £248,000 repre- 
sented a charge to capital of the difference between 
the cost of six new vessels which were built to replace 
four vessels lost during the war and the amount stand- 
ing to credit in the Replacement Account plus the 
whole of the compensation received from the Govern- 
ment. The new ships were not 'built until 1921, in- 
volving a difference in the prices. These amounts, 

Re-examined by 

7012. If I may put it in one sentence, the Ministry 
of Transport had yet to report whether these items 
were properly included in the (b) claim? — Yes. 

7013. Did you feel that you were entitled to rely on 
the protection afforded on that? We felt we were in 
very safe hands on that. 

Mr. Merrirnan : I do not call any other evidence, 
Sir. 

Mr. Mur comb : Might I just say, as regards the 
Minister’s .Report, that the Report was primarily 
directed to the question of overlap between claims 
under paragraph (a) and paragraph ( b ). It pro- 
ceeded upon the basis of what the companies had 
done in their accounts, and never purported to 
examine everything that the companies had done as 
a matter of accountancy and certify that it was 
necessarily correct. The Minister was never asked to 
undertake any such task, and did not do so. 1 say 
that, without wanting to raise any additional diffi- 
culty or doubt in anyone’s mind; it is merely to re- 
move an impression which I think what Mr. Drage 
has said might have left, that they could rely upon 
the Minister entering into every transaction in the 
capital accounts of the companies in detail. 



therefore, would not be credited to capital account 
apart from the present settlement.” “ London and 
North Eastern Railway. £571,885. Mr. Boothroyd 
said that his company would certainly not give credit 
for these amounts apart from the present settlement, 
and they were quite ready to contend before the 
Tribunal that they were properly included in the ( b ) 
claim.” 

7003. What was the attitude that you took up at 
that meeting as regards those sums which the railway 
companies were prepared to contend should not be 
deducted from (6)? — Our feeling about it was this. 
Our primary concern in the settlement was the diffi- 
cult question of a constant. As regards the effect of 
the £2,000,000, in respect of that question we had no 
objection to any amount being deducted which was 
properly included in the (b) claim, but, as I have said 
before, we did not agree and never .would have agreed 
to deduct in respect of the £2,000,000, an item which 
ought to have been taken out on accountancy 
grounds. We were satisfied with the item as it is in 
the claim at present. 

7004. Therefore if the railway companies are wrong 
in their contention that the item is now properly in- 
cluded in (b), you told me just now that they were 
prepared to contend, as they told you, that the item 
was dealt with properly in (b) ? — If there had been no 
settlement, certainly. 

7005. I agree. And your view upon that was that 
you diid not mind, if it were properly included in (b), 
whether it was deducted or not? — Not .exactly; no. 

7006. As part of your £2,000,000, if ft were properly 

included in (b) ? — If it were a proper item to include 
in (b) from the point of view of the validity of the 
claim, it was no concern of ours 

7007. Then they might properly allocate some of 
your £2,000,000 to a reduction in respect of it? — Yes. 
But the responsibility for doing so was theirs. 

7008. Yes. I want to get your attitude about it for 
the moment. If, on the other hand, it were a sum 
improperly included in (b) from an accountancy point 
of view , then you would not consent to their allocating 
a part of your £2,000,000 to a reduction in respect of 
it? — T think I have said that before. 

7009. I only want to get it quite clear? — Yes. 

7010. So that if the Tribunal should find that it is 
a sum improperly included in (b), then your view is 
that it should not form part of the £2,000,000 deduc- 
tion? — Yes; but I think one ought to qualify that. 

7011. Let us have your qualification? — That, os re- 
gards the validity of the claims, the Minister of Trans- 
ports’s Report has been submitted and considered by 
the Tribunal, and it is not a matter for me to say 
what view is taken of that. 

Mr. Mebbiman. 

Mr. Stafford Cripps : May it please the Tribunal. 
The position of the County Council, I think, is quite 
clear as regards the ascertainments under 58 (1) (b) 
and 58 (1) (c). They have been very anxious not to do 
anything to upset the settlement with regard to any 
detailed point, and they have taken no objection do 
any questions of detail at all. There are three points 
on which I addressed the Tribunal in March, and 
those are the only three points to which they have 
asked the Tribunal to pay attention from their point 
of view. 

TVlith regard to two of those points they have been 
dealt with by the railway companies; and the third, 
the question of the steamship lines, has also been 
dealt with by the railway companies, but not, I sub- 
mit, in a manner which is satisfactory. 1 stated 
before that the County Council did not wish to do 
anything to stop the settlement going through, pro- 
vided the Tribunal were satisfied that the matters 
which they had brought forward had been duly con- 
sidered and made part of that settlement. That is 
still the attitude which I wish to adopt on their 
behalf. 
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I submit that it is abundantly clear on the evi- 
dence which Mr. Drage has just given that the item 
as regards steamboats was not taken into considera- 
tion in arriving at the settlement of a deduction of 
£2,000,000. He has told the Tribunal that that sum 
of £ 2 , 000,000 was provisionally agreed before the 
steamboats were mentioned; that it was not until 
some ten days after the provisional agreement that 
the figures with regard to steamboats were for the 
first time got out. The railway companies them- 
selves prior to that, on Mr. Boothroyd’s evidence, 
did not know there was any, and, if so, what deduc- 
tion which ought to be made in respect of steamboats. 

Mr. Drage has further stated that the attitude of 
the Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee was that if 
this sum with regard to steamboats had been wrongly 
included in 58 (1) ( b ) then they would not consent to 
part of the £ 2 , 000,000 being taken as a deduction in 
respect of steamboats. In my submission, and after 
what Mr. Huroomb has just said, it is quite clear that 
the Minister of Transport was never asked by the 
Tribunal and has never purported to go through 
these accounts and say this or that item is properly 
entered from an accountancy point of view. There- 
fore, when the traders and the railway companies 
attempt to rely on the assistance of the Minister of 
Transport to justify them in saying that these ’terns 
were properly included in their schedule under 58 
( 1 ) (b), I submit they must fail. 

President : Cannot they succeed on their own 

merits P 

Mr. Stafford Cripps : I am coming to that in a 
moment. That, of course, is an entirely different 
point. 

That is what I submit the position is. Here are 
these items under 58 (1) (b), and the Tribunal must 
consider on the merits of the case, as put forward 
by the witnesses for the Traders’ Co-ordinating Com- 
mittee and the railway companies, whether those 
items have been properly or not properly included in 
the schedule under 58 (1) (b). 

Now, the total sum which was in dispute was a 
sum of £2,500,000 mentioned in the Colwyn Report. 
It was impossible to ascertain until yesterday in any 
way how much of that sum was actually disputed or 
how much of it had been dealt with properly ; be- 
cause until yesterday no details of any sort or kino, 
were provided by the railway companies as to the 
allocation of expenditure or how this sum had been 
dealt, with in their accounts. "When w r e got details 
for the first time, the first thing that happens is that 
Mr. Quirey states that, in his view at least, a sum 
of £541,000 ought properly to be deducted from 5S 
( 1 ) (b). I submit there is perfectly clear evidence on 
behalf of the railway companies that a sum of 
£541,000 was wrongly included in their claim under 
•58 (1) (b). On the evidence of Mr. Drage ther > is 
only one conclusion that can be drawn from that, 
and it is that that sum must form an additional 
deduction over and above the £ 2 , 000 , 000 ; because it 
was never taken into account by the Traders’ Co- 
ordinating Committee. It was never considered by 
them as to whether it was properly included m 58 
( 1 ) (b) or not; and it was only upon the assumption 
that such a sum had been properly included under 
58 (1) (b) that they would have allowed part of the 
£ 2 , 000,000 to be applied in reduction. 

Now, there is a further matter about the £540,000, 
which is a question of the steamboats that have been 
lost and not replaced. There, again, in my sub- 
mission, it is an accountancy question as to whether 
it is proper for the railway companies to deduct 
that excess sum of £800,000, as to which Mr. Quirey 
gave evidence, which is the excess amount they now 
have in hand in respect of the steamboats which were 
lost or sold to the Government during the war and 
which have never been replaced. What they did was 
to take into their capital account the figures at 
which the steamboats then stood, and, in order to 
do that, appropriated a similar sum from the amount 
they had received from the Admiralty as compensa- 
tion, leaving over a credit balance to the railway 
companies of £800,000. In my submission, although 



actually in the form in which the railway companies’ 
accounts are kept, that does not appear as a credit 
item on the capital account; it is perfectly obvious 
that, from the point of view of the users of the rail- 
ways, the only fair way to deal with that is to deduct 
it from 58 (lj (b). 

President : I am afraid we shall have to have evi- 
dence from you on the accountancy point. That is 
a very interesting submission. 

Mr. Stafford Cripps: I am going to submit it on 
Mr. Quirey’s evidence. The position as Mr. Quirey 
has told us is this, that at some date. — in fact, at 
the 31st December, 1912 — these boats were in the 
possession of the railway companies, and they figure 
in their capital account at a certain sum; and, of 
course, they were earning above-the-line revenue for 
the railway companies, and that revenue comes into 
the first item of the Standard Revenue — the aggregate 
net revenues of 1913. 

Since that date, at some time which Mr. Quirey 
cannot tell us because he has not the details, those 
steamers have been successively lost, and the price 
paid for them has, in fact, exceeded the price at 
which they stood in the balance-sheet by £800,000 ; 
and, as Mr. Quirey stated, that sum of £800,000 is 
now available for the railway companies for replacing 
those steamers or for buying new steamers. , In fact, 
if the railway companies kept a Capital Account for 
their steamer services alone in the ordinary way there 
would be a credit to that Capital Account of £800,000. 
In fact, in the railway accounts it appears in the 
Renewal and Depreciation Funds. But, in my sub- 
mission, the test here is not exactly in which part of 
the railway accounts that account is, but the test 
here is whether, during the period dealt with under 
58 (1) (b), the railway companies had had to raise or 
provide money in respect of expenditure on the 
Capital Account of their ships. 

In the various claims under 58 (1) (b) there are 
considerable items for expenditure on ships. For 
instance, if the London and North Eastern claim is 
taken, there is a net expenditure on ships of £335,000. 
In my submission, where you have, at the same date 
as that expenditure is taking place, a greater sum in 
your renewals and depreciation account, that is 
expressly to provide those ships; that is its express 
purpose ; you cannot properly say' you have got to 
raise or provide capital for your new ships when you 
already have a fund which has been given you from 
an outside source for the express purpose of providing 
those ships. It seems to nre that on that basis alone 
it would be quite improper to include any item for 
new ships under 58 (1) (b) until the whole of this 
money which had been received from the Admiralty 
had been used up. 

The only practical and satisfactory way, in my 
submission, of dealing with that, especially in view 
of the fact that even now we cannot get the details 
we asked for from Mr. Quirey with regard to the 
steamboat accounts — I asked him specifically whether 
he could give the accounts showing the dealings in 
steamboats between 1913 and to date, and he said he 
could not — one cannot get any further than that; 
and, therefore, I submit the obvious way of dealing 
with this sum is to give a credit for the whole of the 
moneys which have been received in respect of the 
steamboats which were lost or sold and not replaced, 
and give a debit as regards the cost of any other 
steamboats which may, though not replacing those 
actual steamboats, have all been part of the dealings 
in steamboats by the particular railway company. 

Mr. Locket: Mr. Quirey’s answer to that was, if 
1 understand it, that the traders are not prejudiced 
in any way because the balance unexpended of that 
2.5 million pounds has been invested and is producing 
revenue which goes below the line, and therefore, 
enures to the benefit of the traders. 

Mr. Stafford Cripps : That is what he said ; but I 
think he qualified it a little afterwards. Because 
obviously it is not expressly invested. It may Ire 
used in the undertaking, and so on; and if it is 
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used in the undertaking of course the receipts from 
it will not necessarily come in below the line. 

Mr. Locket: It is indirectly producing revenue 

there because it is saving interest on new capital 
which would have to be raised from other sources. 

Mr. Stafford Cripps : Yes ; but it may not be pro- 
ducing 5 per cent, which is being paid for it under 
(6). That is the real criterion. 

Mr. Locket : The real amount at issue is the differ- 
ence between what it is producing at the present 
time and what would be awarded under ( b ). 

Mr. Stafford Cripps : Yes. 

Mr. Locket : It may be 1 per cent, or 2 per cent. 

Mr. Stafford Cripps : Yes ; it is impossible to say, 
of course. The issue is a little bit more than that, 
if I may say so. The issue is what is the proper 
way of dealing with this sum; because, in my sub- 
mission, even if it were earning more now in what- 
ever it is invested, the proper and just way of deal- 
ing with it — whether it is earning more or less is 
immaterial from my point of view — as it was actually 
money received by the railway companies in respect 
of a capital item which they sold or lost, that that 
ought to be brought in as a credit to the capital 
account. That is really what it comes to. 

President : I thought Mr. Quirey said as to that 
he was bound to put the money where the Legisla- 
ture under the Railways Accounts Act tells you to 
put it. 

Mr. Stafford Cripps : Yes, I agree, as a matter of 
railway accountancy. 

President : It does not go into the Capital Account. 

Mr. Stafford Cripps : If you rule that Section 58 
(1) (6) is rigidly governed by the law as laid down 
by the Railways Accounts Act then it is obvious 
how it is to be dealt with. But if, as I submit, 
Section 58 (1) (b) has nothing on earth to do with 
railway accountancy at all, as a pure accountancy, 
matter, and that when you have the words, “ which 
may have been raised or provided in respect of 
expenditure on capital account incurred since the 
first day of January, nineteen hundred and thirteen, 
and not included,” and so on, it does not mean 
money which is shown in the railway accounts has 
been so used ; it means money which has in fact been 
so used. And the very fact that the railway com- 
panies themselves with regard to investments, and 
so on, have departed from the strict form of the 
railway accounts under 58 (1) (b), shows that this 
is a proper deduction. 

In my submission, therefore, both with regard to 
the £541,000 — which I submit it is perfectly clear 
on the evidence was never a part of the settlement 
between the Traders Co-ordinating Committee and 
the railway companies— and as regards the further 
£800,000 in respect of the steamboats which were 
lost and which were not replaced, deductions should 
be made from 58 (1) (b) in addition to the 2 million 
pounds which it has been agreed between the Com- 
mittee and tl;e railway companies, should be made 
a general reduction from 58 (1) (b) and 58 (1) (c). 

Mr. Herbert Morrison : May I say, first of all, 
that I am in general agreement with Mr. Cripps in 
the view he has taken of the steamboat item? I 
think someone said yesterday that Mr. Cripps was 
ploughing a lonely furrow ; if he will allow me I will 
join him in his furrow, and say, athough he has 
stated a strong case on that point, that I have con- 
sulted with the gentleman who advises me on 
accountancy matters and he informs me, speaking 
as an acountant, that he thinks the case which is 
made by the London County Council on that point 
is perfectly sound. 

President: Is he coming into the box? 

Mr. Herbret Morrison : I am not proposing to put 
him in, Sir. 

President : If you want to rely upon this evidence 
you must do that. 

Mr. Herbert Morrison On the other points on 
(b). There would appear to be a decision on the part 



of the Committee that the traders think they have 
got 2 million pounds in respect of other items in 
(U); and tne rauway companies insist that the settle- 
ment in that respect is purely and entirely in respect 
oi the steamboats; and there really would appear to 
be a position that the railways companies have used 
their 2 million pounds to kill two birds at one and 
the same time — the steamboats and all the other birds 
as well, i think on the items on which I cross- 
examined certain of the company's witnesses, 
notably in connection with land which has been pur- 
chased many years ago and is not yet used for the 
purposes for which it was purchased — : and the wit- 
nesses could not state when it would be used — it is 
very doubtful as to whether such land could be re- 
garded as enhancing the value of the undertaking. 
Similarly, I think that the Parliamentary expenses 
are also very much open to question. 

May I now deal a little adequately with the provi- 
sions of paragraph (o) of the sub-section to which 
considerable attention has been given, and to which 
I have given considerable attention, and, with all 
submission, I think not without reason. The posi- 
tion that I wish the Court to consider is this, that 
the subsection asserts that the railway companys can 
secure certain allowances in respect of certain indi- 
vidual works, provided that such works comply with 
four qualifications. 

Mr. Locket : May I point out that the word is not 
“ allowances” but “ allowance.” 

Mr. Herbert Morrison: Yes; but the allowances 
in respect of works 

Mr. Locke ft: No, not “ allowances ”; it is “ such 
allowance.” The word is in the singular and not in 
the plural. 

Mr. Herbert Morrison: I agree. But I am sub- 
mitting to the Tribunal the allowances in respect of 
a series of works, and that each of those works must 
be proved by the railway company who make the 
claim; otherwise it is impossible for the Tribunal to 
come to a decision on the paragraph of the sub- 
section. 

It is provided that the works must not be of less 
value than £25,000; that they are not included in 
(a); that they do enhance the value; and that they 
are not fully remunerative. I admit that the com- 
panys this week have endeavoured to bring forward 
evidence with >a view to proving that the items in 
the claim do comply with those qualifications. But 
I submit it is necessary for the Tribunal to consider 
the history of the company’s claims under these 
points, and to consider whether evidence has really 
been submitted showing that the works which were 
in the list do comply with the provisions of the 
Statute. 

The onus under this paragraph is upon the com- 
panies and not upon the opponents of the companies. 
My submission is that they ought to have submitted a 
list of claims and each of the claims ought to have 
been accompanied by a statement showing how the 
works concerned complied with the Statute. That 
has. not been done; and I think that even now the 
Tribunal is called upon to come to a decision which 
is more in relation to the original formula than it is 
in relation to the Statute itself. May I remind the 
Tribunal of what the learned President said in his 
judgment on the 31st July, 1924, referring to “ such 
allowance as appears to the Rates Tribunal to be 
reasonable ”. 

President : Will you kindly remind me of the page. 

Mr. Herbert Morrison: It is page 326, July 31sb, 
1924; in the second column. You, Sir, were there 
good enough to state : “ In our opinion the railway 
companies failed to establish that they were entitled 
to deal collectively ” — a point which bears on the 
suggestion made by Mr. Locket 

President: “With all the works mentioned in 
Section 58 (1) (c) by a single formula ”. 

Mr. Herbert Morrison: Yes, that is so; and I am 
going to argue that the formula is still there. It goes 
on to say : “or to establish by any sufficient evidence 
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the propriety of the average of 15 years upon which 
it rested 

I am going to submit that the 15 years is still there, 
and certainly in the case of the Great Western. 

The Judgment proceeds: “In our opinion the 

matter must be submitted to us again on different 
lines Then later it goes on to say, “ The difference 
between what the works were 'in fact earning at the 
end of 1912 and what they would have earned had 
they become fully remunerative being, speaking 
generally, the measure of the allowance which should 
be given”. And I think it is difficult to say that 
evidence has been submitted which complies with that 
direction of the President of the Tribunal. 

The learned President then went on to say : ‘ ‘ Now, 
this machinery which the Act creates for measuring 
the ‘ reasonable allowance ’ operates and, in our 
opinion, was intended to operate by way of limitation, 
and to restrict the cases which could be brought 
before the Tribunal to those in which the proof re- 
quired by the Statute can be given”. 

I think that the general interpretation of that 
Judgment was that the companies must bring along 
their individual claims and that they must produce 
evidence to prove those claims. 

President : I think you would have found, if you 
had had time to refer to it, that allusion was made 
to that in the Court of Appeal and that they intro- 
duced some modification into my words which were 
there used. 

Mr. Herbert Morrison : That is a point which I had 
not looked into. But I will do so. I was not aware 
that the Court of Appeal had modified your decision on 
that particular point. 

President : I believe that is so. I have not read it 
myself, but I am told so. 

Mr. Herbert Morrison : May I submit 'to the 
Tribunal what the railway companies have actually 
done, and I must go back to the original action of 
the railway companies because I think that what 
they are now doing is very much related to what they 
originally did. I want to refer to page 152, June 2nd, 
1924, in the second column, when Mr. Howie was 
under cross-examination by myself 

Mr. Clauson : I have here the exact words which 
the Court of Appeal used. 

President : Yes; if you could read them now and 
hand them to Mr. Morrison it might be useful to him. 

Mr. Clauson-. If you please, Sir. “ That the 
reasonable allowance to be awarded by the Tribunal 
is for capital expenditure not being less than 
£25,000 in the case of any work and not being 
Capital Expenditure included in parargaph (a) on 
works which enhance the value of the undertaking 
and had not on 1st January, 1913, become fully re- 
munerative. The railway companies must prove these 
matters — but are not necessarily obliged to prove 
pecuniary earnings of each work, and whether and 
to what extent a work is remunerative must depend 
in each case on the nature and purpose of each work 
and its relation to the general undertaking — and 
cannot at the present stage be usefully embodied in a 
general direction ”. I think it was embodied in the 
formal Order in those actual words. 

President : Mr. Morrison has not seen it and it 
might be' useful for him to consider it. ( Document 
handed to Mr. Herbert Morrison .) 

Mr. Herbert Morrison: I am obliged. But even 
that decision — to which, of course, I fully assent — 
does seem to me to be a little liable to more than one 
interpretation, which is not always uncommon. 
There is stated there in a later statement that they 
must prove certain things about each work, although 
the decision of the Tribunal can be of a more general 
character. That, as I gather, was the wording of the 
decision of the learned Judges in the Court of 
Appeal ; but there is a phrase there as to proving the 
case in relation to particular works. In any case, 
what I shall argue is that there is really no material 
evidence before the Tribunal which would enable it 
to come to a decision on this particular point. 



Now, I was referring to page 152. I asked Mr. 
Howie at Question 3092 — of course it is now said that 
the formula has gone, but I desire to submit to the 
Tribunal that the formula is still here—" But apart 
from those, instead of literally carrying out Section 
58 (1) (c) you drew a line in time and said : 1 All that 
was within that time is not fully remunerative ’ ? 
— <A) Yes, we think that is carrying out the mean- 
ing of the Schedule.” And that was confirmed by 
other witnesses who were put into the box by the rail- 
way companies. 

Now, what has happened since that time? The 
railway companies now assert that the formula has 
gone, but that the' figures remain. Their reasoning 
yesterday on this particular point did not seem to 
me to have even the charm of subtlety about it. The 
formula was gone, but the figures which were the 
result of the formula stood and would be justified 
apart from the formula itself. It is then admitted 
that certain items have been taken out and those 
items are to be given to us in detail. 

Then, so far as one can understand it, it was also 
stated that certain unspecified items had been 
brought in and were really the material part of the 
settlement which had been arrived at between the 
railway companies and the Traders’ Co-ordinating 
Committee — in this sense, that the companies told 
the Committee that it may well be that certain items 
which were put in under the formula ought not to 
be there, hut “ We warn you if those items come out 
and if we have to argue in detail, we can put other 
items in which were actually put in hand over a 
longer period than 15 years.” We were told in evi- 
dence that we must take into account those other 
items which the railway companies could argue for 
and which may have been commenced as works even 
as long ago as 30 years. That is what I understood, 
so far as it was possible to understand the rather 
ambiguous state in which this position was put — 
namely, that the claims were deposited under the 
formula, that some have been taken out, that others 
could be put in and were in fact taken into consider- 
ation in the agreement which has been arrived at; 
and at this moment we actually do not know what 
are the items of claim which the railway companies 
have put before the Court. I submit in all earnest- 
ness that we do not know the items of claim which 
the railway companies have put before the Court 
under (c). We know they made a claim; we know 
cei-tain ones have gone and we shall know their de- 
tails in due course; we know that in the negotiations 
certain others were introduced. I venture to submit 
that that is not complying with the provisions of Eire 
law at all; that it has no relation to the provisions 
of paragraph (c) ; and if it is then put to me, “ But 
if we do not do it this way we shall be going on for 
another two years,” I must with great regret but 
with firmness answer, “ That is no consideration of 
mine.” I am here to argue that the provisions of 
the Statute should prevail ; and if Parliament has 
passed a Statute which it is profoundly difficult to 
administer, it is not my fault or the Tribunal’s fault 
and it cannot and ought not to stand in the way 
of the Tribunal strictly administering the law. 

Now, the companies, in addition to doing that, in 
addition to playing this game of Pnt-and-Take (so to 
speak) with the items of the claim under paragraph 
(c), on top of that agree to a flat reduction of 33-J- per 
cent, of the claims in respect of (c). I asked them in 
respect of which items were those reductions made, 
and they said they were in respect of no items, that 
they were a general reduction. There, again, there- 
fore, we get a perfectly general decision which has no 
relation to any works on which claims have been 
made. 

Take the Great Western Railway. It seems there is 
always one railway company which does its business 
a little different from the other three; that was so in 
inspect of an item of £164,000 in another connection, 
and that railway company converted the other three; 
but in this case the other three remained obdurate. 
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They admitted that the formula was not the way in 
which paragraph (c) should he complied, with. The 
Great Western is the most perfect of the lot, and it 
says : “We made the list out having regard to a form- 
ula.’’ No one seriously suggests that it did not, be- 
cause they are all based on the 15 years period, in all of 
them. The reduction and the allowance claimed corres- 
pond to the time at which the work was done. Clearly 
the whole of the Great Western claims are and were 
made under the formula, and the Great Western says : 
“We are such a perfect railway that every one of 
those claims was perfectly sound; they are perfectly 
defensible ; that every one of those works fructified at 
the same rate and at the same time, and they all cor- 
respond with the provisions of the paragraph. If 
the Great Western mean anything, that is what their 
position now means. They have taken in that respect 
an entirely different decision from the other three 
companies. It was admitted that railway companies 
might make a mistake, but the Great Western said: 

“ We never make mistakes, and we will stick to our 
guns right through.” There is’ no pretence in their 
case of a change having happened, and the 33J- per 
cent, reduction is totally irrespective of any particular 
work. 

After all this has happened, after the claims are 
deposited, after the negotiations have taken place, 
after items have been taken out and other mysterious 
items have been taken into calculation, after the Great 
Western has stood to its guns — then, after all that, 
the railway companies have come along to press their 
claim; but the evidence which ought to have been sub- 
mitted was not submitted — it is after all this happened 
that they come along and produce considerable evi- 
dence with a view to proving that their case is sound. 

The only way in which the Tribunal is enabled to 
come to a decision is by listening to the .examination 
of Counsel for the railway companies on particular 
items, and by listening to my own cross-examination 
on other particular items, and assuming from those 
and the evidence which has been given that the whole 
of the rest of the items are sound. I submit that this 
is really a clumsy way of being required to come to a 
decision on the meaning of the Statute, and that Wliat 
the railway companies have really done is, after the 
difficulties' they have got into, they have made a 
rather nominal endeavour to comply with the law — 
that is. nominal rather than real — and that even now 
they have not substantially proved the soundness c>f the 
claims which they made; and what they have said has 
not altogether been in agreement. As I am reminded, 
they have not even agreed in the statement they have 
made to the Court until the statement which was made 
by the Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee — that is to 
say, we have an agreement which is differently inter- 
preted by the two bodies. 

What is the evidence which the railway companies 
produce? Their evidence went to show that when a 
work was put in hand a certain revenue was secured ; 
that in 1913 another revenue and a greater revenue 
was secured; that in 1923, or in some eases 1924, 
a still greater rate of revenue was secured, and the 
argument is that because there is a greater revenue 
in 1923 or 1924 than there was in 1913 the capital 
had not become fully remunerative. 

The first point which arises is : Wliat is fully 

remunerative ? The normal interpretation would he 
that if the capital had got an average return upon 
its dividends it was doing pretty well, and had been 
fully remunerative in the ordinary sense as under- 
stood by the commercial world; but we actually had a 
case where 17 per cent, dividend was made by an hotel 
company; and if it is going to he argued upon that 
line there can he no definition of what is fully 
fructified, and there could he no maximum limit. I 
put some questions to Sir Herbert Walker, of the 
'Southern Railway, as to some accidental things which 
had happened about his railway, which had further 
increased its traffic. There was the case of the new 
housing estates, which were obviously not thought 
of when the capital expenditure was made. There 



was the case of the ships using certain doeks^ at 
Southampton. There was the case of the hotels, 
which is often a sheer accident in the progress they 
make; if certain Government offices moved to the 
vicinity that might make a great difference to a par- 
ticular hotel. Further, if an hotel were burnt down 
is would make a difference to the hotel which 
remained. I submit that, because there is an increase 
in the revenue after 1913, it does not follow that that 
was the kind of thing contemplated when the words 
were used in the Statute as, to the capital being fully 
remunerative ; and obviously it lias no relation to the 
ability or otherwise of the company itself. It was 
an accidental happening which had incidentally, after 
1913, produced certain other things. 

I now come to the agreement which the Traders 
have made on paragraphs 3 and 4. In paragraph 3 
of the Agreement in respect of Section 58 (1) (c) 
there is an over-all reduction of one-third made. In 
paragraph 4 there is a reduction in respect of the 
£2,000,000 of capital over ( b ) and (c), -and the railway 
companies have been left to settle as to how much 
should be -applied to ( b ) and how much should he 
applied to (c). So that clearly in respect of the items 
in (b) -and (c) that reduction is not related in the 
Agreement to any particular item. It is true the 
railway companies say they have applied £540,000 to 
(b) in respect of steamboats, and the rest of it in 
respect of (c). The evidence which was given by the 
Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee rather indicates 
that it is very doubtful as to how far steamboats were 
in their minds at all when they got the concession. 
The consequence is that there is the greatest diver- 
gence in the evidence on the agreement which has been 
submitted by the railway companies and the traders. 
I venture to suggest that when it comes later to 
decisions under 'Section 59 in relation to Sub-section 
(3) of 58, it will he profoundly difficult for the 
Tribunal to make decisions, because of the absence 
of detailed knowledge of the particular works which 
have been made in this connection. 

I think that concludes all I need say to the Court 
on this point. I say again, as H have said before, 
that the onus of observing the -Statute was upon the 
railway companies, and that arguments as to diffi- 
culties in applying the Statute are irrelevant argu- 
ments and irrelevant considerations. The onus in 
paragraph (c) was entirely upon the railway companies 
to make claims which they could substantiate and 
which they could argue within the limits of the 
Statute itself. I submit that after the evidence of 
the railway companies it is really impossible for one 
to agree that a case has been made for those claims 
in general as submitted under (c). 

‘Mr. Worrall : I have only a few words to say. It 
seems to me that if you really analyse what is going 
on in this small body of people called in London 
who agreed this large concession, it will be seen that 
they -are a lot of tired people who had come to the 
conclusion : Unless we give in we shall he proceeding 
with this matter for an interminable period. That I 
am sure is the feeling of all ; but one cannot help 
feeling sympathy with Mr. Drage, and thinking that 
it is not for us to cross-examine him, but to say 
that he acted according to his lights with his 
-following. 

Attention, Sir, has been drawn to your decision, 
and it seems to me, if you look at page 327, para- 
graph 11, what was said by the Tribunal at the 
finish, that yon had in mind the fact that you were 
to give decisions on items and not on one large figure 
which was to he taken account of — wliat- one of us 
said just now— as if it were an allowance which might 
he agreed off-hand. I will just read it: “ We think 

that this accounts for the unsuccessful attempts at 
definition which were made in the course of the pro- 
ceedings. We propose to use them without further 
definition, as we believe that they were intended to 
be used, when we are in possession of all the facts m 
connection with any specific case or cases under 
Section 58 (11 (c)'with which we are called upon to 
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deal.” I submit that you were called upon to deal 
with all these oases ; and that if we are to get a rough 
decision, as seems to be the case by this arrangement 
between the Traders’ Co-ordinating Committee and 
the railway companies, we shall never get to the 
source of the figures upon which in the future we 
shall be building a structure for the regulation of 
fares and charges. 

There are certain eliminated figures which will be 
put before us ; 1 think nearly every witness has pro- 
mised that. It was not promised that reasons should 
be given for the elimination of those figures, but I 
submit that it is a most essential thing. It is essential 
that we should know what is in the minds of the rail- 
way companies; because, after all, they are the deter- 
. mining factor in dealing with the passengers on a 
fair basis, and I think they are trying to deal with 
this in a fair . way, but they have missed the 
fmcountancy position which is an important one. 
When the lawyers deal with it they deal with it 
according to the law of accountancy ; when an 
important witness — I might say one of the most 
important witnesses on railway accounts — Mr. Quirey 
gives evidence, he has to admit the deficiencies of 
the double accounts system. He admitted that yester- 
day. In fact, he was quite tame (if I may say so) 
when he had to admit that he could not tell what was 
in the depreciation account which had to be ear- 
marked. It is necessary to earmark out of that depre- 
ciation account. It is necessary to earmark before 
you can deal with a. subject like steamboats, because 
in these reservoirs you get a floating amount of money 
with no earmark whatever of depreciation against 
individual items. That is a very important factor in 
dealing with the items we shall have to deal with in 
the future. 

I respectfully submit that you should not deal 
with this in this rough way. We will take what 
the companies have put before us; we can take all 
these figures; and before you decide, gentlemen, I 
would most respectfully ask that you request them 
to put in a detailed statement showing the reasons 
why they should ask for these allowances. 

Mr. Clauson : The question which the Tribunal now 
have to consider is this. We have brought before 
the Tribunal, in accordance with our promise, evi- 
dence to which some cross-examination has been 
directed, but no other countervailing evidence has 
in any way been brought before the Tribunal. 

Let us see, then, exactly how the matter stands. 
We have been discussing (6) and (c). As regards (6), 
the evidence comes to this, that the claim under (b) 
is £540,000 less than it really ought to be. Mr. 
Quirey, however, has pointed out this : He says, “ We 
are prepared to take under (6) a figure of £540,000 
less than it. ought to be, because that is a reasonable 
way of dealing, by way of compromise, with a point 
which has been put forward on steamboats, which 
we do not for a moment admit to be correct, which 
we say is not correct in any shape or form, but which, 
however, has been put forward; and dealing with 
that point for the moment for the purpose of saving 
time, as if it were a good point, we will reduce the 
claim under (6) by £540,000.” 

As regards (c), the Tribunal has had evidence from 
all the General Managers. They have come forward 
and have said this : “ We are prepared to litnit our 
claim under (c) to such-and-such a figure ” ; and Mr. 
Eoothroyd and Mr. Drage have told us the history 
of how that figure is arrived at. But mind, while 
we are prepared to limit our claim to those figures, 
here are certain facts which we can tell you, and we 
can be cross-examined upon them as much as you 
like, which show that that claim we are now putting 
forward is indeed within the allowance which can 
quite properly be made on the circumstances about 
which we are telling you, and about which we are 
nreoared to give any further details on cross-examina- 
tion . 

That is the position. Accordingly we ask the Tri- 
bunal upon that to say that the Tribunal have before 
them material upon which, apart from any question 
of agreement, they are able to say the railway com- 



panies have sufficiently proved under (5) such claim 
as they now put forward. Actually we say that we 
have fulfilled the pledge we made to bring forward 
evidence to enable the Tribunal to fix the figure of 

(b) and (c) at the figures which we now suggest. The 
Tribunal has been told how those figures have been 
reached. 

Then comes my friend Mr. Cripps. His attitude 
is one which I try to do justice to, but I must con- 
fess I cannot entirely understand it. I could under- 
stand it if he were to come forward and say, “ Your 
claim under (b) and your claim under (c) — — ” 

President: He puts it in this way, does he not: 
that the £540,000 present which you make to him 
was wrong in the first instance; it is used for the 
purpose of being taken off before you begin applying 
the £2,000,000? Does not it all come to that? 

Mr. Claiuson : I think you have put it perfectly 
accurately, Sir. The answer to that is that Mr. 
Quirey, in the most express terms, in the box said : 

£ I do not admit for a moment we were wrong, but, 
rather than protract the thing, put it at £540,000 
less, so that there can be no possible question of any 
injustice.” But that, of course, is on the footing 
that the (c) figure which has been now agreed is 
taken. If Mr. Cripps comes forward and says: “ I 
am prepared to show that your claim under (c) is 
much too large,” well and good. But Mr. Cripps 
comes and says: “ I will accept your settlement under 

(c) , and I will accept your settlement under (6) too; 
but I want a great deal more off, too.” That is 
impossible in a matter of settlement. Mr. Cripps is 
really trying to say: “ I want to force upon you, the 
railway companies, a settlement to which you have 
not agreed ”; and the only way of doing it at all 
plausibly is what the President has said. He says : 

The fact that you come to a settlement indicates 
that some part of your claim was unjustifiable.” As 
I ventured to say two or three hours ago, the settle- 
ment is a settlement, and being a settlement it is a 
settlement without prejudice. 

President-.' Then you have the £800,000 to deal 
with, which is his other point. 

Mr. Clauson : There are two answers to that. The 
fust thing is that we have written out of capital 
everything that was taken out. We cannot take out 
the £800,000 from something which it is not in. That 
is the first answer. 

But there is another answer, too. He bases what 
he. calls his £800,000 claim, as I understand it, on 
this : He says, as a matter of proper accountancy, 
you. ought, to bring this £800,000 in as a credit 
against this capital. He says that ought to be done 
as a matter of proper accountancy. 

President : Not quite that. But when you are deal- 
ing with the sub-section you ought to do it; I put it 
as a question of railway accountancy; but you are 
now dealing with sub-section (b), and under that sub- 
section you ought to deal with it in the way I men- 
tioned he says. I think that is has point. 

Mr. Clauson : Yes. Let me take it in that way. 
Let us see what the sub-section says : “ Such allowance 
os may be necessary to remunerate adequately any 
additional capital which may have been raised or pro- 
vided in respect of expenditure on capital account 
incurred since the first day of January, nineteen hun- 
died and thirteen, and not included in the expendi- 
ture referred to in the last preceding paragraph, 
unless it can be shown that such expenditure has not 
enhanced the value of the undertaking.” 

President : You ought not to treat as capital the 
£800,000, or to be given an allowance of £800.000, 
when you have £800,000 in your pockets which you 
could use for the purpose. 

Mi . Clauson : The answer to that is the first answer 
I have given. There is still another answer that I have 
not yet given. But the first answer is this : We have 
to find under (6), in the first place, in order to obtain 
the allowance, additional capital raised or provided. 
He . says : . You must deduct from that additional 
capital raised or provided, because this £800,000 
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Uiis seeans to me to be the argument — is somehow 
capital which has come in and which has swollen the 
figure of capital you have got, and, therefore, it ought 
to come out. 

President: You could employ it for the purpose for 
which you are now going to rads© the capital; he says 
you have this £800,000 in your pocket and could build 
ships out of that instead of raising more capital to 
get the money. Of course, I am only putting his 
points. 

Mr. Clauson: Yes, I understand; and I am sure 
he will forgive me for arguing it as if I were 
arguing with the President. But the difficulty is 
that there is not a word about it in the section. 
Before we come to that, however, he says : “ Yon 
have £800,000 capital in your hands which you are 
to raise before you raise or provide capital.” The 
first answer is, assuming it is capital, there is 
nothing in the section which says you are to raise 
that capital before you raise or provide capital. 

The further answer is that this is not capital at all. 
AVe know what “ capital raised or provided ” in the 
section is ; and no possible definition which has 
hitherto obtained the approval of this Tribunal or 
of the Court of Appeal of the expression “ capital” 
in this section could possibly cover the 800,000 sove- 
reigns which have found their way into our coffers 
by reason of many steamers having been lost. In 
other words, the £800,000 is nowhere mentioned in 
this section at all. It is not here. 

The whole confusion has arisen possibly from this, 
that in the preparation of the accounts, in ascertain- 
ing for railway accountancy purposes you cannot 
get away from the principles of railway accountancy 
— the capital which you have expended, which is the 
first step to finding the capital in respect of which 
you have to have an allowance, because it must have 
been raised or provided and expended within a cer- 
tain period — you give in your accounts certain 
credits in this sense, that if you have expended 
£100,000 you allocate £20,000 of that to revenue 
because it represents a displaced work (or whatever 
it may mean, and you say, “ of my £100,000 expen- 
diture £80,000 only is a capital expenditure,” and 
it is for that reason that in making up your account 
on capital expenditure you give credit against the 
gross expenditure because some part of the expendi- 
ture on the work is a capital expenditure and some 
part of the expenditure on the work is not a capital 
expenditure, but is an expenditure which comes from 
oi^her sources, namely, from revenue. Because that 
is in effect the position when you supersede a work 
which has cost £20,000 by a work which has cost 
£100,000; you credit the £20,000 because that has 
been spent out of revenue, and only £80,000 is out 
of capital. 

My friend Mr. Cripps, however, comes and says : 
“ You must, in calculating your capital expenditure, 
give a credit not for something which has been spent 
out of other sources but a credit' because you have 
got somewhere in your coffers something which can be 
used for this expenditure if you choose to use it for 
that purpose.” There is no justification in the Act 
for that. The point was material and might have 
been of' importance if the Tribunal and the Court 
of Appeal had held — which they have not held — 
that the expression “ capital raised or provided ” 
might include free reserves of the company, a fund 
the company has got somewhere in its pocket and 
which it has been using. If that were the position, 
then I agree that what would be sauce for the goose 
would be sauce for the gander; and my friend Mr. 
Cripps would be in a position to say : “ Construing 
1 capital ’ in that sense there is some ground for the 
suggestion that the £800,000 which you got out of 
the Government and which is in your free reserves is 
capital and must be treated as capital for this pur- 
pose, and you must be treated as having provided 
that capital.” But he cannot say that now that we 
know what the meaning of “ capital ” is. 



That brings us back to the point I ventured to 
put to the Tribunal, that as regards the £800,000 
the first answer is that it is not capital at all. The 
second answer is that there is nothing in the section 
which in any way requires any credit to be given in 
respect of that £800,000 ; that £800,000 forms in fact 
no part of any capital raised or provided in respect 
of expenditure on capital. 

Mr. Locket : May I put a very simple instance in 
illustration of Mr. Cripps’ argument to you? You 
buy a steamer for £100,000 and you sell it for 
£150,000. The first item is an item of capital ex- 
penditure of £100,000. Is not the receipt of the 
£150,000 a capital receipt? 

Mr. Clauson : £100,000 of that £150,000 is a capital 
receipt. 

Mr. Locket : What is the other £50,000? 

Mr . Clauson : The other £50,000 simply goes into 
their assets and is for certain purposes — I am choos- 
ing my language a little carefully — and, under cer- 
tain conditions, a profit. But it is not capital. 

Mr. Locket : Then your contention would be that 
a certain undefined portion of this amount received 
from the Government was profit? 

President : He says it is not capital. 

Mr. Clauson : It is not capital. I agree it may be 
profit, but I do not want to say plainly it is profit 
■because that implies something more than I wish to 
imply at the moment. That might apply for divi- 
dend purposes and all sorts of things; it might not 
be accurate; but I am perfectly entitled to say that 
is not capital without saying it is for all purposes 
profit. But the point is that it is not capital. The 
£50,000 in the illustration you were good enough to 
give is not capital raised or provided in respect of 
expenditure. . 

Mr. Locket: True; but it forms the basis on 

which you calculate the amount of capital you have 
to raise or provide. 

Mr. Clauson : The £100,000 does, I agree. 

Mr. Locket : Yes. But under this paragraph (6) 
it is surely the net amount which is required from 
which you had to raise or provide capital. I am 
merely trying to elaborate Mr. Cripps’s argument, of 
course. 

Mr. Clauson : Yes. And I think the point will turn 
out to be quite plain, if I may put it. Under the 
section we are in search of capital which may have 
been raised or provided in respect of expenditure on 
Capital Account. 

Mr. Locket: Yes; but if you receive items on 
Capital Account you have to give credit for those. 

Mr. Clauson : No. Let me put it in this way. If 
you receive an item on capital account in the sense 
that it replaces capital, I agree you must give credit 
for that item; and in the example you were good 
enough to give me of the £150,000 that you get, and 
£100,000 is received by way of replacement of 
capital, therefore on that footing I must give credit 
for it. But the £50,000 is not capital. The £50,000 
may be profit, but it is not capital. I think I am 
putting it correctly, and I venture to think that I 
was justified in what I ventured to start with, that 
the £800,000 — or, in your illustration, the £50,000 — 
is not capital for any purposes within the meaning of 
(&)• 

Mr. Locket : No; and I think we understood from 
Mr. Quirey it had been carried to Renewal Account 
in most cases. 

Mr. Clauson: Yes. 

Mr. Locket : Is not Mr. Cripps’s argument correct, 
that, if you replace some of these steamers which were 
lost, it should come out of that renewal fund and not 
be included in the capital required to be raised or 
provided ? 

Mr. Clauson : It may be quite proper to take part 
of the cost of your new steamer from the renewal 
fund. I venture respectfully to suggest that it is not 
compulsory, but it may be perfectly proper as a matter 
of the Company’s administration. But that sum. if 
you take it out of your renewal fund, is not a sum 
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which is taken out of capital. The sum taken out of 
the Renewal Fund, is a sum which is taken out of 
certain revenue in a normal way. I am putting the 
particular instance of the Government paying com- 
pensation — it is taken out of a sum built up by way of 
providing for future renewals. That is the answer 
to that. 

May I add one thing with regard to Mr. Locket’s 
illustration? Let me put just the reverse. Take the 
£100,000 steamer. Supposing, it having cost me 
£100,000, I sell it and get only £50,000 for it. The 
effect of that is that, nevertheless, I must write 
£100,000 out of my capital because by that sale i 
have lost capital to the extent of £50,000. 

Mr. Jepson: And you take the other £50,000 out 
of your Depreciation Fund. 

Mr. Clauson : You have to find it somewhere. 

Mr. Jepson: Following up Mr. Locket’s question. 
Supposing this £100,000 boat has been lost and it is 
written off, and you have had compensation for 
£130,000 which has been put into the Depreciation 
Account. Two or three years afterwards you build a 
steamer which costs £250,000; it is a better and a 
larger steamer. I understand from Mr. Quirey, in 
answer to the questions put to him yesterday, that 
when in 50 years the railway company come under 
those circumstances and make a claim for additional 
capital as additional to the expenditure revenue, they 
could only put in the original £100,000 and the cost of 
the betterment of the steamer. So that in that case, 
supposing the betterment of the steamer represented 
only £50,000, you would put in as a claim for capital 
only £150,000, whereas the actual expenditure was 
£250,000. You would not in that case say that the 
whole of the £150,000 which was in your Depreciation 
Fund ought to go to the credit of the expenditure 
of £250,000 and only £100,000 claimed for. Following 
that up, Mr. Quirey said the trader is not hurt 
because if instead of taking that extra £50,000 out 
of the Depreciation Fund it is left there, it is earning 
money and bringing in revenue from other sources. 
And that is quite true, except to this small extent, 
which to my mind at the moment, at any rate, is 
immaterial: it may be that the claim on the £150,000 
would be 6 per cent., and it may be that the amount 
of the Depreciation Fund which is being invested is 
bringing in only 5 per cent., and there would be a 
difference of 1 per cent, there. 

Mr. Clauson : One cannot get rid of that possible 
irregularity. 

Mr. Jepson: No; but it is so small that it cannot 
affect the main issue. 

Mr. Clauson: That is so. There, again, we are 
getting near the point that my friend Mr. Cripps’s 
argument would have been an excellent one when 
“ capital ” was being construed, and if it could be 
construed in a different sense. Rut, construing 

capital ” as we have to construe it, there is nothing 
in the argument. 

Mr. J epson : Yes. And putting that argument into 
Mr. Cripps’s mouth you are treating the balance 
which has been put into the Depreciation Fund— 
although it is not capital you are treating it on the 
same footing as if it were the accumulations of your 
Pension Fund and Superannuation Fund; it is not 
quite in that category ; it might be put in a separate 
category in the company’s books, although not truly 
capital. Then you may say, if you brought it out 
and said it was capital raised it is not properly 
capital and therefore it should not have been treated 
as capital raised and a claim made upon it. It is a 
very fine line to draw. 

Mr. Clauson : Yes, it is. But I do not think I need 
add anything to what has been put to me by the 
members of the Tribunal. As regards the £800,000, 
it is not capital within the meaning of the paragraph. 
To be quite frank with the Tribunal, I hesitate to 
argue out these points, because really Mr. Cripps’s 
ought not to put forward these arguments. If I may 
say so, he is trying to get the best of both worlds. 

( Adjourned 



President : We all like to do that. 

Mr. Clauson : I think it has been indicated that the 
Tribunal appreciate the points I have put. 

President : I think probably the Court would like 
to have time to consider their Judgment, and I do 
not know, even if we met to-morrow, what we should 
be able to do. We have our programme for the future 
to discuss, and perhaps you might make some state- 
ment to-night telling us where you stand. 

Mr. Clauson: The position is this. May I assume 
just for a. moment that this agreement is going to 
stand; because, if it does not stand, the situation 
would be materially altered. The next step we have 
to take is to go into the question of the expenditure 
of a year; and already, as I understand, the parties 
have come quite close into communication about the 
matter. But of course it is a matter which requires 
a great deal of consideration and a great many figures 
to be dealt with. I gather that -both my client and 
my friend’s clients think that we should be in a 
position to bring something effectively before the 
Tribunal for their consideration on Expenditure — 1 
am not speaking of agreement — apart entirely from 
any question of agreement, and be able to deal with 
that satisfactorily on Monday . the 20th July. But 
really we are not in a position before then to deal 
with it. The reason partly is this, that what has 
happened during the last three or four weeks has 
taken away from the consideration of Expenditure 
a number of people who would have been devoting 
themselves to getting out figures on that. 1 have en- 
quired rather carefully as to whether we should not 
suggest another date, but I am assured, and I think 
my friend’s clients have assured him too, that we 
should not be saving time if we tried to meet before 
the 20th July. We should only be in a half-baked 
position. 

The suggestion I was going to make (and I think 
my friend will agree) was that we should ask you to 
sit on the 20th July with the idea of dealing with the 
expenditure in a year, and we believe we should be in 
a position then to go along with it. 

We would, however, ask you to give your Judg- 
ment on the points we have been dealing with now, 
as soon as is reasonably possible; because if this 
settlement is not approved we should have to go back 
at once and reconsider the whole position. 

Mr. F. C. Thomas : I should like to say, on behalf 
of the Traders Co-ordinating Committee, that we 
agree with the view the railway companies have ex- 
pressed. We do not feel that any progress could 
profitably be made before the date that has been 
mentioned. Of course we are largely dependent o*i 
the information that is prepared by the railway com- 
panies. We have to have a reasonable interval to 
examine that information in order that we may assist 
you in the way we hope to do. There is a good deal 
of information which we are still without. I am not 
saying this in any sense as a remark carrying with 
it any element of reproach, because we recognise how 
much time has been given up to these other matters 
— and profitably given up — but there is a large 
volume of information which has still to come. Our 
position is really dependent upon getting that infor- 
mation before us, and I take it that every possible 
facility will be given so that we can have the informa- 
tion at the earliest possible date. 

Mr . Clauson : The date has been calculated on the 
footing of what we shall be able to supply my friend 
with, leaving him reasonable time to consider it; 
and we do not think we should be putting him in 
a fail- position if we suggested any date before the 
one mentioned, because we could not let him have 
the information. 

(The Tribunal conferred.) 

President : Very good, Mr. Clauson, we will fix the 
20th July. 

Mr. Clauson : If you please, Sir. 

President : We will communicate to you in due 
course the date of our Judgment. 

accordingly.) 
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LONDON AND NORTH EASTERN RAILWAY COMPANY. 
Standard Revenue — Railways Act, 1921. 

Details op Item No. 5. 

List of Worlcs appearing in Schedule “ E ” of ll.T. 2 a and now excluded. 



Description of Work. Capital 

Cost. 

£ 

Bessie to Brough Widening ... ... 96,000 

Church Fenton to Copmanthorpe Widening 133,000 

Consett Branch Widening a.t Derwenthaugh 66,000 

Dunston to Gateshead Extension ... ... 202,000 

Sunderland Bridge over River Wear ... 198,000 

Dunford Bridge Sorting Sidings ... ... 31,134 

Darnell and Woodhouse Up and Down 

Loops 68,066 

Sheffield Increased Passenger Accommoda- 
tion and Hydraulics 88,236 

Ardwick and Hyde Junction Widening Line 

and Pneumatic Signalling ... ... 276,274 

Heath, Williamthorpe Colliery Branch ... 26,792 

Worksop Goods Yard and Sidings ... ... 30,598 

Lincoln, New Goods Depot ... ... ... 51,355 

Grimsby, Laying out Yards for Timber 

Merchants ... ... ... ... ... 2-7,776 

Wath Concentration Yard ... ... ... 164,707 

Woodhead and T'orside, Up and Down 
Loops ... ... ... ... ... ... 93,024 

Grimsby, Great Coates Branch Diversion ... 69,430 

Sheffield, opening out Bridgehouses Tunnel 57,018 

Asliton-under-Lyne Connection with L. 

and Y. Railway ... ... ... ... 32,976 

Grimsby — Increased Accommodation No. 2 
Fish Dock ... ... ... ... ... 128,657 

New Lock Pit No. 1 Fish Dock ... ... 62,390 

Sheffield Enlargement of Hotel ... ... 26,544 

London Extension — Purchase of Electrical 

Installations ... ... ... ... 70,000 

Lynn and Hunstanton widening ... ... 51,516 

Ilford to Seven Kings, widening ... ... 70,531 

Beccles to Lowestoft, widening ... ... 47,005 

Reedliam to Lowestoft, widening ... ... 30,000 

Romford Factory ... ... ... ... 28,108 

Spitalfields Hoist ... ... ... ... 37,271 

Wickford to Rockford, widening ... ... 43,319 

Wroxham to N. iWalsham ... ... ... 29,256 

Stratford — New Platforms ... ... ... 36,799 

Parkeston Hydraulics ... ... ... 49,919 

Manningtree — New Station ... ... 36,960 

Newmarket — New Station ... ... ... 65,129 

Seven Kings to Romford, Widening ... 175,607 

Reedham to Lowestoft, widening ... ... 64,646 

Lowestoft Herring Basin ... ... ... 46,187 

Stratford Electric Power House ... ... 125,945 

Derbyshire Extension, Sidings ... ... 5,553 

Nottingham Junction Line ... ... 264,472 

Connington to Wood Walton, Up Goods 
Line ... ... ... ... ... 33,353 

Derbyshire Extension, Sidings ... ... 8,883 

Manchester Goods Depot and Junction 
Line ... ... ... ... ... 393,426 

Luton, Widening Line and Sidings ... 30,300 

Tallington to Essendine, Down Goods Line 18,790 

Derbyshire Extension Sidings ... ... 7,322 

Finsbury Park to Wood Green Down 
Goods Line ... ... ... ... ... 124,056 

Derbyshire Extension, Sidings ... ... 9,768 

London, Engine Shed and Sidings, 

Hornsey 45,955 

Biggleswade, New Station and Yard ... 38,112 

Derbyshire Extension Sidings ... ... 5,815 

London Extension of Warehouse and Coal 

yard 130,524 

London, Sidings between Wood Green and 

Hornsey, Up Side 33,993 



Description of Work. Capital 

Cost. 

£ 

Derbyshire Extension Sidings ... ... 1,029 

West Yorkshire, Bradford Additional Ware- 
house 41,551 

Abbotts R.ipton to Holme Down Goods Line 38,254 

New England, Sidings and other Works ... 89,087 

Doncaster, Extension of Plant, Works and 

Sidings 192,521 

Derbyshire, New Sidings at Daybrook Leen 

Yialley Junction ... ... ... ... 26,498 

Nottingham, New Goods Shed and Granary 25,320 

Luton, New Coal Yard, Warehouse and 

Sidings 42,038 

Doncaster Corporation Overbridge ... 32,097 

West Riding, Widening Line, Heniswortk 

to Nostell 70,563 

G.N. and City Railway, Underground 
Station Connecting Line, Finsbury 

| Park 445,969 

G.N. and Piccadilly and Brompton Rail- 
way, Underground Station, Finsbury 

Park 143,000 

Yorker Railway Extension 43,363 

Helensburgh Station 53,276 

Bridgeton Cross Station 70,009 

Corstorphine Branch 75,662 

Cadder Siding Accommodation ... ... 34,150 

Bathgate Upper, Alterations 30,650 

Cowlairs New Engine Sheds 71,302 

Calderoruix and Bathgate Widening ... 70,767 

Bellgrove Widening ... 352,113 

Princes Dock Joint Railway 113,652 

Stirlingshire and Midland Widening ... 52,253 

Bellgrove Widening ... ... ... ... 263,998 

Bainsford Branches ... ... ... ... 146,712 

Porto hello and P.iershill Widening 92,910 

Thornton and Leven Widening 91,101 

Methil Harbour 307,950 

,, 53,643 

Proportion of Princes Dock Joint Railway 
Heritable Property ... ... ... 6 065 

Warrington, New Goods Warehouse ... 24,387 

Liverpool, Sefton Street, New Warehouse 1,933 

Cornbrook — Increased Accommodation ... 9,493 

Liverpool, Sefton Street, New Warehouse 17,735 

Cornbrook, Increased Carriage Shed Accom- 
modation. ... ... ... ... ... 18,408 

Oxford Road Station Enlargement ... 13,801 

Breydon Bridge Construction 32,675 



Relaying Line with heavier rails 3,661 

j) i) ... ... 6,232 

„ „ 3,200 

jj j) ... ... 6,820 

„ „ ... ... 4,067 

„ ,, 5,629 

33 33 ... ... 2,736 

33 33 4,715 

„ „ 2,623 

„ ,, 3,691 

„ „ 7,390 

„ 3, 5,842 

3 3 , 3 ... ... 830 

„ „ 421 

3 3 3 3 ••• ... Cl'. 679 



£7,341,609 
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LONDON MIDLAND AND SCOTTISH RAILWAY. 

List of Works included in Schedule “ E ” to B.T.3 a and now excluded. 



Description of Work. Capital 

Cost. 

£ 

Broad Street, Extension of Goods Accom- 
modation ... ... ... ... ... 1S3,055 

Heaton Lodge and Wortley Railway ... 1,063,069 

Dewsbury, Warehouse Accommodation ... 27,764 

Lancaster, Re-arrangement of Station ... 76,432 

Birmingham, Windsor Street Additional 

Accommodation ... 109,786 

Bolton, Warehouse Accommodation ... 57,744 

Monmore Green, New Canal Depot and 
Widening of Bridges ... ... ... 36,051 

Batley, Station Enlargement and New 
Road ... ... ... ... ... ... 40,341 

Camden, New Warehouse 61,246 

Manchester, Trafford Park Goods Depot ... 49,338 

Longsight, New Goods Accommodation ... 87,277 

Masboro’, Engine Shed ... ... ... 36,395 

Childs Hill, 105 Cottages 29,142 

Derby, Carriage Store and Slied Sidings... 29,372 

Leicester, New Goods Warehouse ... ... SO, 591 

Liverpool, Sandon Dock, Additional Accom- 
modation ... ... ... ... ... 27,724 

Saltley, Extension of Engine Sheds ... 26,661 

Childs Hill, Carriage Shed ••• ... ... 55,376 

Kentish Town, Station ... ... ... 100,930 

Toton, Engine Shed, Additions ... ... 31,030 

Eccleshall, Engine Shed ... ... ... 45,792 

Pye Bridge, Remodelling Station ... ... 26,315 

Oakham, Provender Store ... ... ... 67,084 

Burton, Grain Sheds, etc. ... ... ... 64,506 

Kentish Town, Additional Accommodation 

for Locomotive Dept. ... ... ... 65,952 

Birmingham, Lawley Street, Additional 

Goods Accommodation ... ... ... 26,403 

Colne, New Road and Remodelling Goods 

Accommodation ... ... ... ... 42,322 

Leicester, Additional Goods Sheds and 

Stabling 31,385 

Nottingham, New Station and Widening 476,317 



Description of Work. Caidtal 

Cost. 

£ 

Mansfield, Additional Accommodation ... 38,419 

Sheffield, Station Enlargement ... ... 242,445 

Swansea, King’s Dock, Sidings Accommoda- 
tion, etc. ... ... ... ... ... 28,395 

Derby, Carriage and Wagon Works En- 
largement ... ... ... ... ... 53,287 

Plaistow, Locomotive Works ... ... 47,039 

Rose Grove, Engine Shed and Sidings ... 134,828 

Accrington, Engine Shed and Sidings ... 51,817 

North Mersey, Warehouse ... ... ... 36,221 

Wakefield, Alterations to Station, etc. ... 58,479 

Colne, Engine and Carriage Shed ... 51,932 

Bradford, Goods Warehouse ... ... 72,278 

Liverpool, New Depot and Offices ... ... 39,937 

Liverpool, New Warehouse at Bankfield ... 25,712 

Wigan, Engine Shed ... ... ... ... 64,320 

Newton Heath, Carriage Sidings ... ... 43,266 

Meols Cop, Carriage Repair Shop ... ... 28,446 

Edinburgh, Princes Street Station ... 39,145 

Elemington, Goods Yard ... ... ... 38,837 

Potterhill Branch, Extension to Glenfield 

and Barrhead ... ... ... ... 147,001 

Barassie, New Carriage and Wagon Shops 70,401 
Wick and Lyster Light Railway ... ... 43,258 

EHesmore Port, New Grain Warehouse ... 42,170 

Leek and Manifold Light Railway ... 50,748 

Warrington, New Cheshire Lines C’tree., 

Goods Warehouse ... ... 12,193 

Liverpool, Sefton Street, New Warehouse 9,835 
Cornhrook, Increased Accommodation ... 13,951 

Manchester, Oxford Road Station Enlarge- 
ment ... ... ... ... ... ... 13,801 

Breydon, Bridge Reconstruction ... ... 32,675 

Relaying Midland and Great Northern Line 

with heavier rails ... ... ... ... 57,178 



Total ...£4,643,414 



10th June, 1925. 
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SOUTHERN RAILWAY. 

Railways Act, 1921 — Seciion 58 (1) (c) 



List of works which have now been excluded from the revised claim under Sect’on 58 (1) (c). 



Description of Work. 


Date brought into 
use. 


Capital. 


WlDENINGS AND IMPROVEMENTS. 




£ 


London and South-Western Railway. 

St. Deny’s to Fareham Widening ... 
Studland Road to Acton Lane Widening ... 


December, 1910 
December, 1911 


65,990 

239,994 


London, Brighton and South Coast Railway. 
Newhaven and Seaford Widening ... 
Barnham to Bognor Widening ... 


December, 1904 
December, 1911 


27,034 

29,186 


Additions and Improvements to Stations. 






London and South-Western Railway. 
Yeovil Junction Improvements 


June, 1908 


31,143 


London, Brighton and South Coast Railway 

Bexhill y 

Stoats Nest 

Christ’s Hospital ’ 

Willow-Walk (Goods) 

Brighton (Goods) ... ... 

Hove— Enlargement of Goods Yard ." 


June, 1902 
December, 1899 
June, 1902 
June, 1903 
December, 1908 
December, 1903 


31,826 

36,873 

31,841 

421,793 

108,997 

30,533 


South-Eastern and Chatham Railway. 

Maidstone Station Enlargement 

London Bridge Low Level ’ 

Waterloo Junction — Footbridge .' 

New Beckenham — Improvements ’ 

Woolwich Arsenal — Improvements 
Ashford Station — Reconstruction ... 

Victoria Station — Reconstruct on ... 

Victoria Station — Refreshment Room 

Rochester — Enlargement 

Hither Green New Goods Sidings ... 

Bricklayers Arms Inwards Goods Shed and Siding 


June, 1899 
June, 1902 
June, 1903 
December, 1904 
June, 1908 
December, 1908 
December, 1909 
December, 1909 
December, 1911 
June, 1899 
J une, 1902 


31,382 

27,200 

28,369 

26,735 

27,880 

59,537 

32,454 

80,959 

89,267 

119,480 

44,653 


Docks Extensions and Additions. 






London and South-Western Railway. 

Southampton. 

Graving Docks, Dredging, &o 

Cargo Sheds, &c. Quay 35 and 3G ... 

Dredging 

Dredging New Quay _ 


December, 1900 
December, 1900 
December, 1900 
1900-02 


268,626 

52,329 

48,220 

50,262 


London, Brighton and South Coast Railway. 
Newhaven. 

Extension of North Quay 
Deptford Wharf. 

Improvements 


June, 1903 
December, 1903 


25,378 

72,260 


South-Eastern and Chatham Railway. 

Queenborough Pier 


December, 1904 


69,379 


New Lines and Extensions. 






London and South-Western Railway. 

Basingstoke and Alton Light Railway 

Amesbuiy Military Camp Railway 

Exmouth and Salterton Extension ... 

Meon Valley Railway 

Axminst' r and Lyme Regis Light Railway 
Bentley and Bordon Light Railway 

Bulford Extension , *“ 


June, 1901 
June, 1902 
June, 1903 
June, 1903— 
December, 1904. 
December, 1903 
December, 1905 
June, 1906 


107,843 

113,930 

151,746 

623,087 

96,898 

45,697 

27,973 


South-Eastern and Chatham Railway. 

Sheppey Light Railway 


June, 1901 


65,325 


© 


Carried forward 


3,442,079 
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Southern Railway cont. 


Description of Work. 


Date brought into 
use. 


Capital. 


Electrification. 

London and South-Western Railway. 

Electrification of Suburban Lines (London and South-Western — Studland 
Road and Richmond and Putney Bridge and Wimbledon). 


Brought forward 
December, 1905 


£ 

3,442,079 




Manufacturing; and Repairing Works. 






London and South-Western Railway. 

Eastleigh Carriage and Wagon Works 
Eastleigh Locomotive and Stores Depots ... ... 


June, 1900 
June, 1910 


47,387 

278,418 


London , Brighton and, South Coast Railway. 
Brighton New Locomotive Shops ... 
Brighton Locomotive and Carriage Shops... 
Lancing Carriage and Wagons Shops 


June, 1904 
June, 1911 
December, 1912 


29,654 

31,135 

122,324 


South-Eastern and Chatham Railway. 

Longhedge New Workshops... ... ... ... ... ... ... ..; 

Angerstein — Engineers’ Workshop ... ... ... ... ... ... ... 

Ashford Works Carriage and Wagon Shops 


December, 1899 
June, 1901 
December, 1902 


33,708 

31,944 

83,348 


Other Items. 






London and South-Western Railway. 

Wimbledon Carriage Sidings 

Goodman’s Yard Premises (Receiving Office in Minories) 

London — Aldersgate Street Premises 


June, 1900 
December, 1900 
June, 1906- 


87,965 

28.910 

28,407 


London , Brighton and South Coast Railway. 

Streatham South Junction Carriage Sidings ... ... ... ... ... 


December, 1904 


27,674 


South Eastern and Chatham Railway. 

Slades Green — Electricity Works ... 

Slades Green — Engine Shed... 

London Bridge — New Offices 

Swale Bridge — New Bridge (proportion) 

Cannon Street Bridge Strengthening 


December, 1899 
December, 1899 
June, 1899 
December, 1904 
December, 1911 


29,438 

110,273 

34,472 

45,740 

52,464 


J. Joint Line {Company' s Proportion') — Somerset Joint Committee. 

Blandford to Bailey Gate Widening 


April, 1901 


19,471 






£4,642,939 



O 
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